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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Supreme Court Case No. 44296 
CLERK'S RECORD ON APPEAL 
Appeal from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District, in and for the County of Ada. 
HONORABLE SAMUEL A.HOAGLAND 
DENNIS BENJAMIN 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
LAWRENCE G. WASDEN 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
000002
ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 







Location: Ada County District Court 
Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel 
Anthony James Robins, JR Filed on: 01/05/2015 
Case Number History: 






2. Murder I 
TCN: 1110202484 
3. Murder I (Attempted) 
TCN: 1110202484 
Related Cases 












Arrest Warrant - Robins, Anthony James, Jr (Judicial Officer: Clerk, Magistrate Court) 
01/20/2015 Returned Served 















Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
CASE ASSlGNMENT 
CR-FE-2015-126 
Ada County District Court 
04/01/2015 
Hoagland, Samuel 
PARTY INF0Rl\fA TI0N 
EVENTS & ORDERS OF THE COURT 
New Case Filed - Felony 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
New Case Filed - Felony 
Prosecutor Assigned 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Prosecutor assigned Ada County Prosecutor 
Warrant/Det Order Issued - Arrest 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
PAGE l OF 19 
Case Type: Criminal 
Lead Attorneys 
Akamatsu, Shelley W. 
Retained 
208-287-7700(W) 





















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Warrant Issued -Arrest Bond amount: No Bond Defendant: Doe, John 
Case Sealed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Case Sealed 
Status Changed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
STATUS CHANGED: Inactive 
Warrant/Det Order Returned - Served 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Warrant Returned Defendant: Robins, Anthony J Jr 
Case Un-sealed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Case Un-sealed 
Status Changed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
STATUS CHANGED: Pending 
Book into Jail on 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Booked into Jail on: 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Video Arraignment O 1/20/2015 01: 30 PM) 
Arraignment 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Video Arraignment scheduled on O 1/20/2015 01: 30 PM· Arraignment I 
First Appearance 
Change Assigned Judge: Administrative 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Judge Change: Administrative 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Preliminary 02/03/2015 08: 30 AM) 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice & Order Of Hearing/appointment Of Pd 
Video Arraignment (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Gardunia, Theresa L.) 
Notice of Hearing 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice Of Hearing 
Motion for Bond Reduction 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion For Bond Reduction 
Notice of Hearing 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice Of Hearing 


















Request for Discovery 
ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Request for Discovery 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Preliminary 01/29/2015 08:30 AM) 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Motion for Preliminary Hearing Review 
Notice of Hearing 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice Of Hearing 
Prosecutor Assigned 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Prosecutor assigned Shelley W Akamatsu 
Continued 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Continued (Preliminary 02/03/2015 08:45 AM) 
Hearing Vacated 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Preliminary scheduled on 02/03/2015 08:30 AM: Hearing Vacated 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Magistrate Minutes & Notice of Hearing 
Continued 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Continued (Preliminary 03/1712015 08:30 AM) 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Magistrate Minutes & Notice of Hearing 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion to Consolidate/ FE-14-10815 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order to Consoli FE-14-10815 
CANCELED Preliminary Hearing (8:30 AM) (Judicial Officer: Oths, Michael J.) 
Vacated 
Stipulation 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Stipulation Regarding Preliminary Hearing 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion for Limited Admission of Brian J McMonagle 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 

















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request/or Discovery and Objections 
Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Request for Discovery 
Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Request for Discovery 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order Granting Stipulation to Change Preliminary Hearing 
Change Assigned Judge: Administrative 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Judge Change: Administrative 
Continued 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Continued (Preliminary 03/23/2015 08:30 AM) 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order Granting Motion/or Limited Admission of Brian J. McMonagle 
Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Request for Discovery 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request/or Discovery and Objections I 2ND 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and Objections I 3RD 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request/or Discovery and Objections I 4th 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request/or Discovery and Objections I 5th 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Application/or Writ of Habeas Corpus 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request/or Discovery and Objections I 6th 
Application 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Application for Writ of Habeas Corpus Granted 
Request 
to Obtain Approval to Broadcast and/or Photograph a Court Proceeding and Order - Granted 

















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and Objections/ 7Th 
Hearing Held 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Preliminary scheduled on 03/23/2015 08:30 AM- Preliminary Hearing Heidi 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Arraignment 04/02/2015 09:00 AM) 
Order for Commitment 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Commitment 
Exhibit List/Log 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Exhibit List 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Magistrate Minutes & Notice of Hearing 
Bound Over (after Prelim) 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Bound Over (after Prelim) 
Change Assigned Judge: Bind Over 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Change Assigned Judge: Bind Over 
Preliminary Hearing (8:30 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hawley, John T., Jr) 
Information Filed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Information 
Motion to Disqualify 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Motion Disqualification of Judge 
Motion to Disqualify 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Motion Disqualification of Judge 
Change Assigned Judge: Disqualification without Cause 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Change Assigned Judge: Disqualification W/0 Cause 
Transcript Filed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice Of Reassignment 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on 04/02/2015 09:00 AM· District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: N. Julson 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 

















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 08/10/2015 09:00 AM) 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference 07/30/2015 01:30 PM) 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference 04/17/2015 OJ :30 PM) 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Status 08/10/2015 08:30 PM) 
Arraignment (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice a/Trial Setting (PTC: 7/30/2015@1:30 pm; JT: 8/10/2015@9:00 am) 
Continued 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Continued (Status Conference 04/17/2015 01:15 PM) 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter: # of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled on 0411712015 01: 15 PM· District Court 
Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: N. Julson 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 
Status Conference (1:15 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Motion/or Extension a/Time in Which to File Pretrial Motions Under /CR 12(b) 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Declaration of Brian J. McMonable in Support of Defendant's Motion for Extension of Time in 
which to File Pre-Trial Motions Under !CR l 2(b) 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order Granting Defendant's Motion/or Extension a/Time in Which to File Pretrial Motions 
Under /CR 12(b) 
Notice of Preparation of Transcript 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice of Preparation of Preliminary Hearing Transcript 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant Robins' Motion/or Order to Show Cause and/or Other Appropriate Relief to 
Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant Robins' Memorandum in Support of Motion/or Order to Show Cause and/or Other 

















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Appropriate Relief to Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Declaration of Scott McKay in Support of Defendant Robins' Motion for Order to Show Cause 
and for Other Appropriate Relief 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Memorandum in Support of Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder 
Transcript Filed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Transcript Filed 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery 
Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Request for Discovery 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/ Addendum 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 07/27/2015 03:00 PM) 
Notice of Hearing 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice Of Hearing 7-27 3:00P 
Motion to Vacate 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant Robins' Motion To Vacate and Reset Jury Trial 
Hearing Vacated 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled on 07/30/2015 01:30 PM· Hearing Vacated 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter: # of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled on 07/27/2015 03:00 PM: District Court 
Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Rachelle Cahoon 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 250 
Hearing Scheduled (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Hearing Vacated 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 08/10/2015 09:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing Scheduled 

















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SU:MMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 01/19/2016 09:00 AM) 5 wk 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference 12/29/2015 03:00 PM) 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Pretrial Conference 01/12/2016 02:00 PM) Jury Selection Conference 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Status 09/02/2015 04:00 PM) 
Hearing Vacated 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Status scheduled on 08/10/2015 08: 30 AM: Hearing Vacated 
Continued 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Continued (Pretrial Conference 12/14/2015 03:00 PM) Trial Process Conference 
Notice 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Amended Notice o/Trial Setting Order Governing Further Proceedings 
CANCELED Pre-trial Conference (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Vacated 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/Second Addendum 
CANCELED Jury Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Vacated 
CANCELED Status Conference (8:30 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Vacated 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Thirsd Addendum to Discovery Response to Court 
Response 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Response Brie/to Defendant's Motion to Sever 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Lodging of Letter to Determine Severance 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/Fifth Addendum 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Status scheduled on 09/02/2015 04:00 PM: District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy O/esek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 


















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Motion 09/23/2015 02:00 PM) Various motions 
Status Conference (4:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery I Fourth Addendum 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant Robins' Motion to Compel Access to Counsel 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant Robins' Memorandum in Support of Motion to Compel Access to Counsel 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Declaration of Scott Mckay in Support of Defendant Robins' Motion to Compel Access to 
Counsel 
Brief Filed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Response Brief to Defendant's Motion/or Order to Show Cause 
Response 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Response Brif to Defendant's Motion to Compel 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Lodging of Robins' Notes 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/Sixth Addendum 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion/or PH Transcript 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/ Seventh Addendum 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order for Preliminary Hearing Transcript 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter: # of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 09/23/2015 02:00 PM: District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: Less than 500 pages 
Motion Hearing (2:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Various motions Hearing result/or Motion scheduled on 09/23/2015 02:00 PM: District Court I 
Hearing Held 
















'ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: Less than 500 pages 
Response 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
States Response Brief to Defendants Motino to Sever/Supplement 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order Re: Potential Attorney Client Privileged Documents 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion for Correction or Reduction of Senrence, !CR 35 
Affidavit 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
AjfidavitofLeandru. D. Steohens 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion/or Hearing 
Response 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant Robins' Response to State's Supplemental Brief in Opposition to Defendant's 
Motion for Severance 
Response 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant Robins' Response to State's Supplemental Brief in Opposition to Defendant's 
Motion for Severance 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Compliance with Court's Order Regarding Documents ( List of Documents) 
Filed Under Seal 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Memorandum Decision and Order re: Motions Heard on September 23, 2015 
Response 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Eigth Addendum to Discovery Response to Court 
Notice 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Notice of Intent to Use 404(b) Evidence 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Trial Memorandum 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Trial Memorandum Regarding Number of Peremptory Challenges for Both Defendants 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Trial Memorandum Defendant's Statements 

















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Application 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Application for Writ of Habeas Corpus (Filed Under Seal) 
Notice 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Notice of Intent to Use 609 Evidence (Filed Under Seal) 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery I Supplemental 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Second Notice of Intent to USE 404 (b) Evidence (Filed Under Seal) 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Motion in Limine (Filed Under Seal) 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Brief In Support of Motions In Limine (File Under Seal) 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery I Ninth Addendum 
Stipulation 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Stipulation Regarding Trial Procedure 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/Tenth Addendum 
Notice 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Notice to Appear Telephonically 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 12/14/2015 03:00 PM) 
Pre-trial Conference (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Trial Process Conference Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled on 12/14/2015 
03:00 PM- District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 200 
CANCELED Hearing Scheduled (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Vacated 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 01/08/2016 02:00 PM) 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Pretrial Order 

















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled on 12/14/2015 03:00 PM· District Court 
Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy O/esek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 200 
Hearing Vacated 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled on 12/1412015 03:00 PM· Hearing Vacated 
Hearing Vacated 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled on 12/29/2015 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 01/15/2016 OJ :30 PM) Fina/juror list 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Hearing Scheduled 01/13/2016 03: 30 PM) re: juror list 
Affidavit of Service 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Affidavit Of Service 
Affidavit of Service 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Affidavit Of Service 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/ Eleventh Addendum 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Response to Discovery 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery I Twelfth Addendum 
CANCELED Pre-trial Conference (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Vacated 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/Thirteenth Addendum 
Notice 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Notice to Appear Telephonically 
Hearing Scheduled (2:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Hearing Vacated 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled on 01/12/2016 02:00 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Jury Selection Conference 














ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/Fourteenth Addendum 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled on O 1/08/2016 02: 00 PM- District Court 
Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 
CANCELED Pre-trial Conference (2:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Vacated 
Jury Selection Conference Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled on 01/12/2016 
02:00 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Hearing Scheduled (3:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
re: juror list Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled on 01/13/2016 03:30 PM: 
District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled on 01/15/2016 01:30 PM: District Court 
Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled on 01/13/2016 03:30 PM- District Court 
Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 
Hearing Scheduled (1:30 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Final juror list Hearing result for Hearing Scheduled scheduled on OJI 15/2016 01: 30 PM· 
District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number a/Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than JOO 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Courtroom Decorum Order 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order Excluding Witnesses 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Supplemental Conditions and Restrictions Regarding Broadcast, Video and/or Photographic 
Coverage of Courtroom Proceedings 
Jury Trial Started 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 01/19/2016 09:00AM: Jury Trial Started 5 wk 
Stipulation 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Stipulation Regarding State's Exhibits 
Stipulation 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Stipulation Regarding State's Exhibit 133 
Stipulation 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Stipulation Regarding Sketch by Tonya Newberry 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery I Fifteenth Addendum 
Jury Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
5 wk Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 01/19/2016 09:00 AM- Jury Trial Started 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 01/20/2016 09:00 AM) 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Request to Obtain Approval to Broadcast and/or Photograph a Court Proceeding and Order 
Motion to Transport 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion To Transport 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter: # of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result/or Jury Trial scheduled on 01/20/2016 09:00 AM· District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 
Jury Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 01/22/2016 09:00 AM) Day 4 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result/or Jury Trial scheduled on 01/22/2016 09:00 AM: District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 500 
Jury Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Day 4 Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on O 1/22/2016 09: 00 AM- District Court 
Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 500 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Jury Trial 01/25/2016 09:00 AM) Jury trial day 4 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result/or Jury Trial scheduled on 01/25/2016 09:00 AM· District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christine Rhodes 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 500 
















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Jury Trial (9:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Jury trial day 4 Hearing result/or Jury Trial scheduled on 01/25/2016 09:00 AM- District 
Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: Christine Rhodes 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 500 
Response to Request for Discovery 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State/City Response to Discovery/Sixteenth Addendum 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant Robins' Motion to Compel State to Preserve and Produce for the Record the Visual 
Slides Used During Closing Argument 
Pre-Sentence Investigation Ordered 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr· 
Pre-Sentence Investigation Evaluation Ordered 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Sentencing 04/15/2016 01 :00 PM) 
Jury Instructions 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Jury Instructions 
Verdict form 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Verdict Form 
Found Guilty after Trial 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Found Guilty After Trial 
Affidavit 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Affidavit 
Notice 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice to Vacate and Reset Sentencing Hearing 
Continued 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Continued (Sentencing 06/07/2016 03:00 PM) 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Defendant's Sentencing Memorandum 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result/or Sentencing scheduled on 06/07/2016 03:00 PM· District Court Hearing 
Held 
Court Reporter: Christy Olesek 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 100 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Hearing Scheduled (Review 07/28/2016 09: 30 AM) 
Finding of Guilty 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Finding of Guilty (/18-4001-1 Murder I) 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention (/18-4001-1 Murder I) Confinement terms: Penitentiary 
determinate: 40 years. Penitentiary indeterminate: 999 years. 
Finding of Guilty 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Finding of Guilty (/18-4001-1 Murder I) 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention (/18-4001-1 Murder I) Confinement terms: Penitentiary 
determinate: 40 years. Penitentiary indeterminate: 999 years. 
Finding of Guilty 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Finding of Guilty (/18-4001-1 {AT} Murder l (Attempted)) 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention (/18-4001-1 {AT} Murder l (Attempted)) Confinement terms: 
Penitentiary determinate: 15 years. Penitentiary indeterminate: 0 years. 
Status Changed 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
STATUS CHANGED: closed pending clerk action 
Sentenced to Pay Fine 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced To Pay Fine 240.50 charge: /18-4001-1 Murder l 
Sentenced to Pay Fine 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced To Pay Fine 240.50 charge: /18-4001-1 Murder I 
Sentenced to Pay Fine 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced To Pay Fine 240.50 charge: /18-4001-1 {AT} Murder l (Attempted) 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention (/18-4001-1 Murder I) Confinement terms: Credited time: 517 
days. Penitentiary determinate: 40 years. Penitentiary indeterminate: 999 years. 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention (/18-4001-1 Murder I) Confinement terms: Credited time: 517 
days. Penitentiary determinate: 40 years. Penitentiary indeterminate: 999 years. 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Sentenced to Jail or Detention (/18-4001-1 {AT} Murder l (Attempted)) Confinement terms: 
Credited time: 517 days. Penitentiary determinate: 15 years. Penitentiary indeterminate: 0 
years. 












ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Sentencing (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Disposition 








3. Murder I (Attempted) 
Guilty 
TCN: 1110202484 
Sentence (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
I. Murder I 
Felony Sentence 
Confinement 
Type: State Prison 
Facility: Idaho Department of Corrections 
Effective Date: 06/07/2016 
Determinate: 40 Years 
Indeterminate: 999 Years 
Credit Term: 517 Days 
Sentence (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
2. Murder I 
Felony Sentence 
Confinement 
Type: State Prison 
Facility: Idaho Department of Corrections 
Effective Date: 06/07/2016 
Determinate: 40 Years 
Indeterminate: 999 Years 
Credit Term: 517 Days 
Sentence (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
3. Murder I (Attempted) 
Felony Sentence 
Confinement 
Type: State Prison 
Facility: Idaho Department of Corrections 
Effective Date: 06/07/2016 
Determinate: 15 Years 
Credit Term: 517 Days 
Judgment 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Judgment of Conviction and Commitment 
Notice of Appeal 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
Appeal Filed in Supreme Court 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Appealed To The Supreme Court 




















ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Motion 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Motion to Appoint State Appellate Public Defender 
Order 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order Appointing State Appellate Public Defender 
Memorandum 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
State's Memorandum Regarding Restitution 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order to Transport 
Review Hearing (9:30 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
DC Hearing Held: Court Reporter:# of Pages: 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing result for Review scheduled on 07/28/2016 09: 30 AM· District Court Hearing Held 
Court Reporter: c. Olseck 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: 20 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Status 09/09/2016 10:00 AM) /Restitution 1 set 
Hearing Scheduled 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Hearing Scheduled (Status 09/09/2016 03:00 PM) /Restitution 2n set 
Miscellaneous 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Order to Transport 
Notice of Appearance 
Party: Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Notice Of Appearance/Smith 
Status Conference (10:00 AM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
CANCELED Status Conference (3:00 PM) (Judicial Officer: Hoagland, Samuel) 
Vacated 
ffl Order of Restitution and Judgment 
Interest Ordered 
Int Start Dt: 09/09/2016 
ffl Amended Notice of Appeal 
Appeal Filed in Supreme Court 
Appeal Filed in Supreme Court 
~Notice 
- of Lodging Transcript x 6 - Supreme Court No. 44296 
PAGE 180F 19 Printed on 11/21/2016 at 11:52 AM 
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DATE 
ADA COUNTY DISTRICT COURT 
CASE SUMMARY 
CASE No. CR-FE-2015-126 
Defendant Robins, Anthony James, Jr 
Total Charges 
Total Payments and Credits 
Balance Due as of 11/21/2016 
FINANCIAL INFOR!\IA TION 








JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7728 
• 
JAN O 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STORMY McCORMACK 
DePUTY 
IN TIIB DISTRICT COURT OF TIIB FOURTII nJDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR TIIB COUNTY OF ADA 
TIIB STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 









) __________ ) 





PERSONALL Y APPEARED Before me this£ day of January 2015, Shelley W. 
Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of Idaho, who, 
being first duly sworn, complains and says: that ANTIIONY J. ROBINS JR., on or about 
the 8th day of May, 2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did commit the crimes of: 
I. AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN TIIB FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. § 18-
4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-204, II. AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN TIIB FIRST 
DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. §18-4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-204, and III. AIDING AND 
ABETTING ATTEMPTED MURDER IN TIIB FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. §18-
4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-204, 18-306 as follows: 




That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, kill 
and murder Elliott Bailey, a human being, by shooting Elliott Bailey in the body with a .45 
caliber semi-automatic pistol from which he died, to-wit: the Defendant aided and abetted 
John C. Douglas by encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to commit the crime 
and/or by procuring and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot Elliott Bailey, and/or 
by then driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment located at 2178 South 
Orchard Street, Boise, on May 8, 2014, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after 
the shooting, and fleeing the scene with Douglas and Winn. 
COUNT II 
That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, kill 
and murder Travonte Calloway, a human being, by shooting Travonte Calloway in the body 
with a .45 caliber semi-automatic pistol from which he died, to-wit: the Defendant aided 
and abetted John C. Douglas by encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to 
commit the crime and/or by procuring and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot 
Travonte Calloway, and/or by then driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the 
apartment located at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, on May 8, 2014, and/ or waiting for 
them to return to the vehicle after the shooting, and fleeing the scene with Douglas and 
Winn. 
COUNT III 
That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, 
attempt to kill and murder J.J, a human being, by shooting J.J. in the body with a .45 caliber 
COMPLAINT (ROBINS), Page 2 
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• • 
semi-automatic pistol, to-wit: the Defendant aided and abetted John C. Douglas by 
encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to commit the crime and/or by procuring 
and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot J.J., and/or by then driving John C. 
Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment located at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, on 
May 8, 2014, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after the shooting, and fleeing 
the scene with Douglas and Winn. 
All of which is contrary to the form, force and effect of the statute in such case and 
against the peace and dignity of the State ofldaho. 
Said Complainant therefore prays that a Warrant issue for the arrest of the Defendant 
and that ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, may be dealt with according to law. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecutor 
Shell y W. Akamatsu 
Dep , Prosecuting Attorney 
/h 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this£ day of January, 2015. 
Magistrate 





Photo Taken: 2015-01-19 04:31:35 
Wednesday, March 25, 2015 
Ada County Mugshot 
Name: ROBINS, ANTHONY JAMES 






Address: 3879 JAMES A VE 
City State Zip: FREEMONT, CA 94538-0000 
Birth City State: SANLEADRO, CA 
Drivers License Number: Drivers License State: 




Booking Date: 2015-01-19 
Comment: 
Booking Time: 04:00:00 Booking Officer: GARCIA, 
RICHARD 
Employer Name: KJ BABER SHOP 
Notify Name: 
Notify Address: 
Notify Relation: RU 
-




IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
STATE OF IDAHO, ADA COUNTY, MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
PROBABLE CAUSE FORM 
STATE OF IDAHO CASE NO. __________ _ 
~ I·~,o~~~~qt 
SAd/¥ llfJimffA. - /YIJIU,ty :Iuf6191 
CLERK C.Ho 
DATE 01 / OS / 2015 TIME 10:45 
CASE ID STECKEL BEG. //) tli~t./ 
COURTROOM 204 END //6 iaz.. 






• STATE SWOR~ I} t/-;2 
_)(~PCFOUND :::flrl ~ ,:.,J. 









D ________ _ 










D AMENDED COMPLAINT SIGNED 
D AFFIDAVIT SIGNED 
D JUDICIAL NOTICE TAKEN 
D NO PC FOUND -------
D EXONERATE BOND ------
D SUMMONS TO BE ISSUED 
~WARRANT I\\UE~ -:;z...~ _/ // 
)I{" BOND SET $ _ _.D/J~D_........._,~...,_,&j'/X.1-~_.._.-
D NOCONTACT 
DR# __________ _ 
D MOTION TO REVOKE OR INCREASE 
BOND FOR NON- COMPLIANCE W/PT 
RELEASE CONDITIONS 
D SET HEARING AT AR DATE ON 
MOTION TO REVOKE OR INCREASE BOND 
0 DISMISS CASE 
D IN CUSTODY 
D AGENTS WARRANT ...:.W.:..L/~J-=U-=D-=G=E~-------=-P--=V--=A...:.R=se=t=----------
0 RULE S(B) ________ -=-CO=-U=N..:..;TY--'----------=B--=-O"'""N=-D~$ ______ _ 
D FUGITIVE__.(=ST:.o...A;:.:.T=E)'-------------------------
D MOTION & ORDER TO CONSOLIDATE. __________________ _ 





AGENCY: Boise Police Department 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
J b- oo-o(Q I b 
'81~0 NO.-~~F~!~LE:,::D;:----= 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MANOI WIENSZ 
DEPUTY 
... '''''"''lf'!~W\I· ""1:..,,"'l!'zn,,,,__,_ 
Ad@ (ic;:11,mty &lher~ 
WARRANTS 
JAN O 5 2015 
Gary Raney, S~rlti 
BOISE, IDAHO 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
Plaintiff, ~ Case No. CR-FE-2015-oo_llL O l. Ol 
) 
vs. ) ARRESTWARRANT 
) 
ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS JR, ) 
Defendant. ~ FAxEo To, Fumon4 PB.,. 
Addre
DOB:
JAN O 7 2015 
BY: §f~V LG 
TIME:; ADA-f)2f54 
Sex: Male Race: Black Height: 5' 1 O" Weight: 210 lbs. 
Hair/Eyes: Black/Brown 
TO ANY SHERIFF, CONSTABLE, MARSHAL OR POLICEMAN IN THE 
STATE OF IDAHO: 
ARRESTED 
ARREST WARRANT (ROBINS), Page 1 ADA COUNTY SHERIFF 
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• 
A COMPLAINT UPON OATH having been this day laid before me by Shelley W. 
Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, stating that the crimes of:.; L AIDING AND 
ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 4002, 
4003(a), 18-204, IL'AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, 
FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-204, and III.' AIDING AND ABETTING 
ATTEMPTED MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 4002, 
4003(a), 18-204, 18-306have been committed, and accusing ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS 
JR thereof; 
YOU ARE THEREFORE COMMANDED to immediately arrest the Defendant 
named above at any time during the day or night, and to bring him/ before me at my office 
in the County of Ada, or in case of my absence or inability to act, before the nearest or most 
accessible Magistrate in Ada County. 
DATED This s11' day of~ 2015. 
Bond$ ....... CO~_b-)~~--
Magistrate for the District Court 
of the Fourth Judicial District, 
Magistrate Division 
RETURN OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I served the foregoing Warrant by arresting the 
, i rrll 
Defendant and bringing /-/:Ml into Court this L day of h ,.J , 2015. 
ARREST WARRANT (ROBINS), Page 2 
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COMMITMENT FOR EXAMINATION AFTER APPEARANCE 
THE WITHIN NAMED Defendant, having been brought before me under this 
Warrant, is committed for examination to the Sheriff of Ada County, State of Idaho, and is 
admitted to bail in the sum of$ ________ _:, surety, cash or by undertaking of 
two sufficient sureties, and is committed to the custody of the Sheriff of Ada County until 
such bail is given. This Cause is continued for further appearance until ____ day of 
2015. ------~ 
Magistrate for the District Court 
of the Fourth Judicial District, 
Magistrate Division 
ORDER OF RELEASE 
TO THE SHERIFF OF ADA COUNTY, IDAHO: 




Magistrate for the District Court 
of the Fourth Judicial District, 
Magistrate Division 
(Additional Levels Inclusive) 
D Idaho Only 
D North West Shuttle (ID, WA, OR) 
0 Western States (ID, WA, OR, MT, CA, WY, SD, ND, UT, CO, 
~ / AZ,NV) 
[gNationwide 
BY: ft4-J. 
DATED: I /5 U '2 
ARREST WARRANT (ROBINS), Page 3 
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•• • 
ADA COUNTY MAGISTRATE MINUTES 
Anthony J Robins Jr CR-FE-2015-0000126 DOB:
Scheduled Event: Video Arraignment Tuesday, January 20, 2015 01 :30 PM 
Judge: Theresa Gardunia Clerk: ~ Interpreter: ________ _ 
Pros: S . \1~\slA. Prosecuting Agency:~AC _BC EA _GC _MC 
PD/ Attorney: _________ _ 
• 1 118-4001-1 Murder I F 
• 2 118-4001-1 Murder I F 
• 3 118-4001-1 AT Murder I (Attempted) F 
\t£\l\\ Case Called Defendant: +- Present Not Present ~ In Custody 
~ Advised of Rights __ Waived Rights __ PD Appointed __ Waived Attorney 
__ Guilty Plea I PV Admit __ N/G Plea __ Advise Subsequent Penalty 
_j.._sond $~~ ROR __ Pay/Stay __ PaymentAgreement 
In Chambers PT Memo __ Written Guilty Plea No Contact Order 
Finish } Release Defendant 
CR-FE-2015-0000126 
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- AM. FILED P.M. / } ¥/ 
f}Jaj h 'tt:lesday, January 2~, 2015 
CHRISTOPH'lEE. RJfcr;, C1j8K~. THE COURT 
BY: /)., , 1 , e Le: 
DEPU1Y CLtRK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff. 
vs. 
Anthony J Robins Jr 
3879 James Ave 
Fremont, CA 94538 
Defendant. 
TO: Ada County Public Defender 
) 
~ Case No: CR-FE-2015-0000126 
) NOTICE OF APPOINTMENT 06 UBLIC DEFENDER 
) AND SETTING CASE FOR ARING l ~ Ada D Bois~ { D Eagl D Garden City D Meridian 
) ::,,o VJ~ \ .. Ji 
ZQ_:t~ 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED that you are appointed to represent the defen ant in this cause, or in the District Court 
until relieved by court order. The case is continued for: 
Preliminary .... Tuesday, February 03, 201 .... 08:30 AM 
Judge: Michael Oths 
BONDAMOUNT: ____ _ The Defendant is: D Released on Bail D ROR 
TO: The above named defendant 
IT HAS BEEN ORDERED BY THIS COURT that e defendant is to contact the Ada County Public Defender's 
Office at 200 W. Front Street, Room 1107, Boise, ldah 3702. Telephone: (208) 287-7400. If the defendant is unable to 
post bond and obtain his/her release from jail, that th proper authorities allow the defendant to make a phone call to the 
Ada County Public Defender. 
IT HAS BEEN FURTHER ORDERED: at the parties, prior to the pre-trial conference, complete and comply 
with Rule 16 I.C.R. and THAT THE DEFEND T BE PERSONALLY PRESENT AT BOTH THE PRE-TRIAL 
CONFERENCE AND/ OR THE JURY TRIA . FAILURE TO APPEAR AT EITHER THE PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE OR 
THE JURY TRIAL WILL RESULT IN A BE CH WARRANT FOR THE DEFENDANT'S ARREST. 
I hereby certify that copies of th· Notice w7 served as follows on is date ofTue5?ay, January 20, 2015. 
Defendant: Mailed ___ Han Delivered Signature I 
Prosecutor: I nterdepartment Clerk/ date ___ ____,/ ____ _ 
__ Clerk I date I 
Cite Pay Website: https://www.citepayusa.com/payments 
Supreme Court Repository: https://www.idcourts.us 
NOTICE OF APPOINTMENT OF PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Deputy Clerk 
000031
• AM. FILED P.M. I/ 1../ I waesday, January 21, 2015 CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, CLERK OF THE COURT BY: MANDI WIENSZ 
DEPUTY CLERK 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
MAGISTRATE DIVISION 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff. 






Anthony J Robins Jr ) 
3879 James Ave ) 
Fremont, CA 94538 ) 
______ D_e_fe_n_d_a_nt_. __________ ) 
Case No: CR-FE-2015-0000126 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the above-entitled case is hereby set for: 
Preliminary .... Tuesday, February 03, 2015 .... 08:30 AM 
Judge: Michael Oths 
THE DEFENDANT SHALL BE PERSONALLY PRESENT AT BOTH THE PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE AND/ OR THE 
JURY TRIAL. FAILURE TO APPEAR AT EITHER THE PRE-TRIAL CONFERENCE OR THE JURY TRIAL WILL 
RESULT IN A BENCH WARRANT FOR THE DEFENDANT'S ARREST. 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of this Notice of Hearing entered by the court 
and on file in this office. I further certify that copies of this notice were served as follow:} , 
Defendant: Mailed ___ Hand Delivered _L Signature S---'? ([ 1/~d. / b C[L5/aJ0 
Clerk ____ Date______ Phone.._(_.._)---------~--
Private Counsel: Mailed ___ Hand Delivered __ Signature __________ _ 
Clerk ____ Date _____ _ Phone -------------
Interdepartmental Mail ~ ict Ada D Boise D Eagle D G.C. D Meridian 
Clerk If\ A I /V Date~ 
Prosecutor: 
Public Defender: Interdepartmental Mail ___ _ 
Clerk ____ Date ___ _ 
Other: ------------
Mai I e d ___ Hand Delivered __ Signature __________ _ 
Clerk Date 
Dated: 1/21/2015 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
------ Phone -------------
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
Clerk of the Court 
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ADA COUNTY PUBLIC .FENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
• B NO. PILED A.M. Y.M \ 
JAN 2 3 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cterh 
By SARA WR:GHT 
m=run 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
ANTHONY J ROBINS JR, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
COMES NOW, ANTHONY J ROBINS JR, the above-named defendant, by and through 
counsel STEVEN A BOTIMER, Ada County Public Defender's office, and moves this Court for 
its ORDER reducing bond in the above-entitled matter upon the grounds that the bond is so 
unreasonably high that the defendant, who is an indigent person without funds, cannot post such 
a bond, and for the reason that the defendant has thereby been effectively denied their right to 
bail. 
DATED, Friday, January 23, 2015. 
STEVEN A BOTIMER 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Friday, January 23, 2015, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
Counsel for the State of Idaho 
by placing said same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION 
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• ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Attorneys for Defendant 
200 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 
.. ~~= '\\ ~ ~~\----
JAN 2 3 2015 
CHRiSTOPHER D. RICH. C\311<. 
ey SARA wR:GHT 
OEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
vs. 
ANTHONY J ROBINS JR, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
TO: THE STATE OF IDAHO, Plaintiff, and to ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR: 
YOU, AND EACH OF YOU, are hereby notified that the defendant will call for a 
hearing on MOTION FOR BOND REDUCTION, now on file in the above-entitled matter, on 
Tuesday, February 03, 2015, at the hour of 08:30 AM , in the courtroom of the above-entitled 
court, or as soon thereafter as counsel may be heard. 
DATED, Friday, January 23, 2015. 
STEVEN A BOTIMER 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Friday, January 23, 2015, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
Counsel for the State of Idaho 
by placing said same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
NOTICE OF HEARING . {/ 
000034\\'' 
DA COUNTY PUBLIC .ENDER 
ttorneys for Defendant 
A.M. --\\,_\~_F_.~1----~--.,,_ r ' 
JAN 2 3 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cl®rk 
av SARA WR:GHT 
00 West Front Street, Suite 1107 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7400 
Facsimile: (208) 287-7409 . OEPUT'i 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY vs. 
ANTHONY J ROBINS JR, 
Defendant. 
TO: THE STATE OF IDAHO, Plaintiff, and to ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR: 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE, that the undersigned, pursuant to ICR 16, requests discovery 
and photocopies of the following information, evidence, and materials: 
1) All unredacted material or information within the prosecutor's possession or 
control, or which thereafter comes into his possession or control, which tends to 
negate the guilt of the accused or tends to reduce the punishment thereof. ICR 
16(a). 
2) Any unredacted, relevant written or recorded statements made by the defendant, 
or copies thereof, within the possession, custody or control of the state, the 
existence of which is known or is available to the prosecuting attorney by the 
exercise of due diligence; and also the substance of any relevant, oral statement 
made by the defendant whether before or after arrest to a peace officer, 
prosecuting attorney or the prosecuting attorney's agent; and the recorded 
testimony of the defendant before a grand jury which relates to the offense 
charged. 
3) Any unredacted, written or recorded statements of a co-defendant; and the 
substance of any relevant oral statement made by a co-defendant whether before 
or after arrest in response to interrogation by any person known by the co-
defendant to be a peace office or agent of the prosecuting attorney. 
4) Any prior criminal record of the defendant and co-defendant, if any. 
5) All unredacted documents and tangible objects as defined by ICR 16(b)(4) in the 
possession or control of the prosecutor, which are material to the defense, 
intended for use by the prosecutor or obtained from or belonging to the defendant 
or co-defendant. 
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/ 6) All reports of lysical or mental examinations and' scientific tests or experiments within the possession, control, or knowledge of the prosecutor, the existence of which is known or is available to the prosecutor by the exercise of 
due diligence. 
7) A written list of the names, addresses, records of prior felony convictions, and 
written or recorded statements of all persons having knowledge of facts of the 
case known to the prosecutor and his agents or any official involved in the 
investigatory process of the case. 
8) A written summary or report of any testimony that the state intends to introduce 
pursuant to rules 702, 703, or 705 of the Idaho Rules of Evidence at trial or 
hearing; including the witness' opinions, the facts and data for those opinions, and 
the witness' qualifications. 
9) All reports or memoranda made by police officers or investigators in connection 
with the investigation or prosecution of the case, including what are commonly 
referred to as "ticket notes." 
10) Any writing or object that may be used to refresh the memory of all persons who 
may be called as witnesses, pursuant to IRE 612. 
11) Any and all audio and/or video recordings made by law enforcement officials 
during the course of their investigation. 
12) Any evidence, documents, or witnesses that the state discovers or could discover 
with due diligence after complying with this request. 
The undersigned further requests written compliance within 14 days of service of the 
within instrument. 
DATED, Friday, January 23, 2015. 
STEVEN A BOTIMER 
Attorney for Defendant 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY, that on Friday, January 23, 2015, I mailed a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
Counsel for the State of Idaho 
by placing said same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
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-
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 West Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• ~~-~\~brl~F,w-,~l=~~--~-----------_ 
JAN 2 7 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cier:< 
By AMY LANG 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE ST ATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 









) ________________ ) 
) 
Case No. CR FE 2015-0000126 
STATE'S MOTION FOR 
PRELIMINARY HEARING 
REVIEW 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akarnatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for the County of 
Ada, State of Idaho, and moves the court to review the preliminary hearing status for the following 
reasons: 
The preliminary hearing is currently scheduled for next Tuesday, February 3, 2015. A 
material witness for the prosecution has to fly from outside the State ofldaho to be present for the 
hearing. In State v. Douglas, a companion case, the State was ready to proceed to the preliminary 
hearing and an hour before the hearing, the defense indicated another attorney was substituting in 
and needed a continuance. The out of state witness had appeared for nothing and the State had to 
bear the burden of that cost. 
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At the defendant's video arraignment, the public defender was appointed for only the bond 
argument as the defendant indicated he would hire his own attorney. There are five thousand pages 
of discovery and a preliminary hearing transcript of another companion case State v. Samari Winn, 
for the defendant's attorney to review, but the State has no idea where to provide the discovery 
because the defendant has not hired an attorney who has made a notice of appearance. 
Additionally, the State does not want to fly the victim from out of state, only to learn the defendant 
is not ready to proceed. 
WHEREFORE, the State requests the court inquire of the defendant which attorney he has 
hired so the State can provide discovery. The State also requests the court vacate the evidentiary 
portion of the hearing for February 3, 2015, at 9:00, but keep it as a review for the defendant's 
attorney to appear and schedule the preliminary hearing according to his availability. 
DATED this _n day of January, 2015. 
GREG H. BOWER 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
OOOL~ 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this the o?] day of January, 2015, I sent through 
email a copy of the foregoing document to Steve Botimer, public defender and Anthony Robins, 
prose via hand delivery at the jail. 
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• 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• 
~~-, ..... Dl,-\,,·~Lti9~11-,e,Fl"""i.,..~======== 
JAN 2 7 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By AMY LANG 
DE'PUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH ruDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
NOTICE OF HEARING 
__________ ) 
TO: ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR. and Steve Botimer, his Attorney of Record, you 
will please take notice that on the 29th day of January, 2015, at the hour of 9:00 of said day, 
or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, the State will move this Honorable Court 
regarding the State's for the State's Motion for Preliminary Hearing Review in the above-
entitled action. 
DATED this ~day of January 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
t)A lhlvl11A~ 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this o?J day of January 2015, a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing Notice of Hearing was served to Steve Botimer, Ada County Public 
Defender's Office, 200 West Front Street, Room 1107, Boise, ID 83702, in the manner 
noted below: 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
l}l_ By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
PRELIMINARY HEARING NOTICE/ MINUTE SHEET 
Case Number: F.:E f 5- t)Q/;}f:; 
Case Called: lff/Js ///L//3 
/4. Ada D Special :2• f}K/J..~ 
PD/~ B2.Wl1 tneina&~ 
Defendant: ~Present D Not PresentX!._ln Custody _______ D PD Appointed D Waived Attorney 
Plaintiff, 
D Advised of Rights D Waived Rights D In Chambers D Interpreter _____________ _ 
D Bond$ AJo'"&:,;/ D Pre-Trial Release Order D Motion for Bond Reduction Denied/ Granted ____ _ 
D Amended Complaint Filed D Complaint Amended by lnterlineation D Reading of Complaint Waived 
D State/ Defense/ Mutual Request for Continuance ____________________ _ 
D State I Defense Objection / No Objection to Continu~nce $ _ 
~ Case continued to {1-03 -/ 5 at 3. t/!it;;;;cm for £ · -
D Defendant Waives Preliminary Hearing D Hearing Held D Commitment Signed ~ le_ 
O Case Bound Over to Judge __________ on _________ at _____ am/pm 
D Case Dismissed after Preliminary Hearing / On State's Motion D Release Defendant, This Case Only 
Defendant: D Via Counsel 
D lntdept Mail 
Prosecutor: ~ Hand Delivered D lntdept Mail 
By atm pClerk 
PRELIMINARY HEARING NOTICE/ MINUTE SHEET [REV 1-2014] 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 











Defendant: ~ Present D Not Present 'J' In Custody ______ _ 
D Advised of Rights D Waived Rights D In Chambers D Interpreter _____________ _ 
D Reading of Complaint Waived 
D State/ Defense/ Mutual Request for Continuance ___________________ _ 
D State I Defense Objectr / Nl Objection to Continu~nce ~ • 
~ Case continued to 1c) n IQ atg250 e;;)m for AH ~ p~ 1111 
D Defendant Waives Preliminary Hearing D Hearing Held D Commitment Sig~ ~ OftJS 
D Case Bound Over to Judge __________ on _________ at ____ am/pm 
D Case Dismissed after Preliminary Hearing / On State's Motion 
ADA COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 200 W. FRONT STREET, BOISE, ID 83702 
You must appear as scheduled above. Failure to do so will result in a warrant being issued for your arrest. 
I hereby certify that copies of this notice were served as follows: 
Defendant: JtHand Delivered D Via Counsel 
Defense Atty: D Hand Delivered D lntdept Mail 
Prosecutor: D lntdept Mail 
PRELIMINARY HEARING NOTICE / MINUTE SHEET 





JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada CoUI_lty Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu/R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
FILED 
P.M.----
FEB O 3 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KRISTI GARDNER 
. DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH ruDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS and 











) __________ ) 
Case No. CRFE 2014-0010815 
CRFE 2015-0000126 
MOTION TO CONSOLIDATE 
COMES NOW, Shelley w. Akamatsu and R. Scott Bandy, Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorneys in and for the State of Idaho, County of Ada, and hereby move this Honorable 
Court in the above entitled matter for an Order pursuant to Rule 13 of the Idaho Criminal 
Rules of Practice and Procedure consolidating criminal case CRFE 2014-0010815 with 
criminal case CRFE 2015-0000126 on the grounds and for the reasons that the facts, 
evidence and witnesses are the same in each case. An Order of consolidation would save 
witness and jury time and the expense for a separate and later trial. 
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-
DATED this ~fFebruary, 2015. 
-
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
~~ 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this d day of February, 2015, I caused to be 
served, a true and correct copy of the foregoing Motion to Consolidate upon the 
individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
Name and address: Jack McMahon 1500 Walnut Street Suite 1100, Philadelphia, PA, 
19102 and Brian McMonagle, 1845 Walnut Street 19th Floor Philadelphia, PA 19103 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first 
class. 
o B~siting copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
~y emailing to bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for 
pickup at the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
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• 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu/R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• c(il..,_.lA-f1-- ··------ ----~---AM~ ':tj i'ic:~,i~, ____________ _ 
FEB O 3 20i5 
CHRISTOPHER D. H1CH, Cien 
By KRISTI GARDf'JcFi 
DEl''UT', 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS and 













Case No. CRFE 2014-0010815 
CRFE 2015-0000126 
ORDER TO CONSOLIDATE 
This Motion for Consolidation having come before me and good cause being shown, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED AND THIS DOES ORDER that the Motion to 
Consolidate be granted. 
,'-
DATED this 3 day of February, 2015. 
-1~ 
7 Judge 
ORDER TO CONSOLIDATE (DOUGLAS/ROBINS) Page 1 
000045() 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Id. 83702 
Telephone: {208) 287-7700 
• 
FEB 1 O 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By AMY LANG 
Dl!!PUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE ST ATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 












Case No. CRFE 2014 001081S 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STIPULATION REGARDING 
PRELIMINARY HEARING 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County, 
State of Idaho, Jack McMahon, Attorney for Douglas, Brian McMonagle, Attorney for 
Robins, and stipulate and agree the preliminary hearing shall occur on March 23, 2015, at 




DATED this_(_ day of Febrmuy, 2015. 
DATED this __ day ofFebruruy, 2015. 
71 
DATED this /o day ofFebrumy, 2015. 
STIPULATION 
• 
JAN M. BENNETI'S 
Ada C~un.ty Prosecuting Attorney 
' lttut, 
By: helley W. Akamatsu 
uty Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Jack McMahon 
Attorney for Douglas 
By: Brian McMonagle 
Attorney for Robins 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Id. 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
IN 1HE DISTRICT COURT OF 1HE FOURTI-I JUDICIAL DIS1RICT OF 
1HE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 












Case No. CRFE 2014 0010815 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STIPULATION REGARDING 
PRELIMINARY HEARING 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County, 
State of Idaho, Jack McMahon, Attorney for Douglas, Brian McMonagle, Attorney for 
Robins, and stipulate and agree the preliminary hearing shall occur on March 23, 2015, at 




DATED this __ day ofFebruary, 2015. 
DATED this J11_ day ofFebruary, 2015. 
DATED this __ day ofF ebruary, 2015. 
STIPULATION 
• 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Jack McMahon 
Attorney for Douglas 
By: Brian McMonagle 
Attorney for Robins 
000049
DATED this __ day ofFebmary, 2015. 
DA TED this JlJ_ day of February, 2015. 
DATED this __ day ofFebruary, 2015. 
STIPULATION 
• 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
NO·---~~---
AM FILED =-- ~ -
. ·-----P.M. -=-==-~ 
FEB 1 7 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH C'I , 
By CINDY HO ' ' er" 
DEPtrrv 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Shelley W. Akarnatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
By: ~!l;?/f L 
Attorney for Douglas 
By: Brian McMonagle 




NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
-NQ, ___ __,,,Fl'""'L~."""M.+/--+7": L~~-tl---
A.M____  
FEB 1 O 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By AMY LANG 
Ol!PUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 















CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
MOTION FOR LIMITED 
ADMISSION OF BRIAN J. 
McMONAGLE 
The undersigned local counsel petitions the court for admission of the undersigned 
applying counsel, pursuant to Idaho Bar Commission Rule 227, for the purpose of the above-
captioned matters. 
1 • MOTION FOR LIMITED ADMISSION 
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-
Applying counsel certifies that he is an active member, in good standing, of the bars of 
Pennsylvania and New Jersey, that he maintains the regular practice oflaw at the above-noted 
address, and that he is not a resident of the State ofldaho or licensed to practice in Idaho. 
Both undersigned counsel certify that a copy of this motion has been served on all other 
parties to this matter and that a copy of the motion accompanied by the $325 fee and a certificate 
of good standing have been provided to the Idaho State Bar. 
Local counsel certifies that the above information is true to the best of his knowledge, 
after reasonable investigation. Local counsel acknowledges that the attendance of an attorney 
from his firm shall be required at all court proceedings in which applying counsel appears, unless 
specifically excused by the trial judge. ,.,_ 
DATED this /0 day of February, 2015. 
McMONAG E, PERRI, McHUGH 
&~ .. UJ'-''-
2 • MOTION FOR LIMITED ADMISSION 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY 





CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
f""-
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this l0 day of February, 2015, I caused a true and correct 





Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
~~ 
Scott McKay --(::) 
3 • MOTION FOR LIMITED ADMISSION 
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Witnef!t my hand ahd:<>fflcial seal 
· Dated: Febru~ry Sf 2015 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley A. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
~-~ A.M._=tg-t+-1---~-':M ___ _ 
FEB 11 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
lly SAM WPIIGHT 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND OBJECTIONS 
___________ ) 
COMES NOW, Shelley A. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Brady-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
PRELIMINARY HEARING RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY AND 
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file policy to review those documents in the control and possession of the prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Defendant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exists 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exists 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exists 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in booking sheets 
Be advised: As you are aware, the Ada County Jail video records inmate video conversations 
your client has with individuals other than your client's lawyer while incarcerated at the Ada 
County Jail. The visual or the images of the recorded calls are kept for only 30 days of the 
date of the conversation, although the audio portion of the video recordings are maintained 
indefmitely. Please contact the handling prosecuting attorney to make an appointment to 
view those video calls should you desire to do so before they drop off the system. 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exists. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document disclosed as State's pages I through 4629. Pursuant to I.C.R. 
16( d), the State has provided an unredacted discovery packet for defense counsel and a redacted 
packet of discovery for the defendant. The unredacted packet of discovery is not to be disclosed to 
the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. 
i. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received, if any exists, in this case. The State will provide unredacted audio and/or 
video to defense counsel marked "Confidential," which are not to be shared with the defendant or 
PRELIMINARY HEARING RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY AND 
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the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or an 
order of the court upon a showing of need. At the preliminary hearing level, upon request, the State 
will provide redacted audio/video to defense counsel so that redacted audio/video may be shared 
with the defendant. 
Be advised: As you are aware, the Ada County Jail video records inmate video 
conversations your client has with individuals other than your client's lawyer while 
incarcerated at the Ada County Jail. The visual or the images of the recorded calls are kept 
for only 30 days of the date of the conversation, although the audio portion of the video 
recordings are maintained indefinitely. Please contact the handling prosecuting attorney to 
make an appointment to view those video calls should you desire to do so before they drop off 
the system. 
B. Photographs: The State will comply with such request as it receives photographs, maps, 
charts or diagrams, if any exist, in this case. 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: 
D The State will comply with such request as it receives reports of examinations and 
tests, if any exist, in this case. 
D These documents are specifically identified in subsection 4A above as State's 
pages through. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying witnesses and protected contact information has 
been provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to be disclosed to the 
defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The State has provided to 
defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected information that can be shared 
with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses, if any exist, in this case. 
D The State will comply with such request as it receives reports of examinations and 
tests, if any exist, in this case. 
D These witnesses have been identified in a letter to defense counsel as described 
above in subparagraph 6 above. 
PRELIMINARY HEARING RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY AND 
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8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery Response. 
The grounds for this objection is/are as follows. Pursuant to I.C.R. 16(g)(2) and I.RE. 509, the 
identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as a witness 
at a hearing or trial, subject to any protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order under 
Rule 16(b )(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in violation 
of state or federal law as follows and requests that if this Court rules that disclosure is required, that 
this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to I.C.R. 16(1): 
l&I NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
l&I A police o:fficer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to State law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. 
D Other 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this jJ_day of February 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley A. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
PRELIMINARY HEARING RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY AND 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this i{ 0~ day of February 2015, I caused to be served, a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 
19103 
red(t -
o By depositing copies of the same in the U~i~es mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
c~ 
PRELIMINARY HEARING RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY AND 
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-
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
Fax: (208) 287-7709 
FEB 1 1 2015 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) ________________ ) 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT: 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho Criminal 
Rules, requests Discovery and inspection of the following: 
(1) Documents and Tangible Objects: 
Request is hereby made by the prosecution to inspect and copy or photograph books, papers, 
documents, photographs, tangible objects or copies or portions thereof, which are within the 
possession, custody or control of the defendant, and which the defendant intends to introduce in 
evidence at trial. 
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(2) Reports of Examinations and Tests: 
The prosecution hereby requests the defendant to permit the State to inspect and copy or 
photograph any results or reports of physical or mental examinations and of scientific tests or 
experiments made in connection with this case, or copies thereof, within the possession or control of 
the defendant, which the defendant intends to introduce in evidence at the trial, or which were 
prepared by a witness whom the defendant intends to call at the trial when the results or reports 
relate to testimony of the witness. 
(3) Defense Witnesses: 
The prosecution requests the defendant to furnish the State with a list of names and 
addresses of witnesses the defendant intends to call at trial. 
( 4) Expert Witnesses: 
The prosecution requests the defendant to provide a written summary or report of any 
testimony that the defense intends to introduce pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 16(c)(4), including 
the facts and data supporting the opinion and the witness's qualifications. 
(5) Pursuant to Idaho Code Section 19-519, the State hereby requests that the defendant 
state in writing within ten (10) days any specific place or places at which the defendant claims to 
have been at the time of the alleged offense and the names and addresses of the witnesses upon 
whom he intends to rely to establish such alibi. 
DATED this@_ day of February 2015. 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley A. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this / 0 ~ day of February 2015, I caused to be served, a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Request for Discovery upon the individual(s) named below in 
the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 
19103 
f By depositing copies of the same in the U · ed States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facs· 




NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
:~. q ! 35 ~'~----
FEB 12 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. R1CH, Cieri( 
By MEG KEENAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH filDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
TO: THE STATE OF IDAHO AND ITS ATTORNEY OF RECORD: 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the defendant, through his attorneys, requests discovery 
and inspection pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 16, as follows: 




1. Statement of Defendant. 
The defendant requests permission to inspect and copy or photograph any relevant written 
or recorded statements made by the defendant, or copies thereof, within the possession, custody 
or control of the state, the existence of which is known or is available to the prosecuting attorney 
by the exercise of due diligence. 
The defendant also requests that the prosecution reveal the substance of any relevant oral 
statement made by the defendant whether before or after arrest to a peace officer, prosecuting 
attorney, or his agent, and to inspect or copy tape recordings of such oral statements if any. 
Finally the defendant requests that the prosecution permit the defendant to inspect and 
copy or photograph the recorded testimony of the defendant before a grand jury which relates to 
the offense charged, if any such testimony exists. 
2. Statement of a co-defendant. 
The defendant requests permission to inspect and copy or photograph any written or 
recorded statements of a co-defendant, if any. 
The defendant also requests that the prosecution reveal the existence and substance of any 
relevant oral statement made by a co-defendant whether before or after arrest in response to 
interrogation by any person known by the co-defendant to be a peace officer or agent of the 
prosecuting attorney, and to permit the defendant to inspect and copy any tape recording of such 
oral statement. 
3. Defendant's prior record. 
The defendant requests that the prosecuting attorney furnish the defendant such copy of 
his prior criminal record, if any, as is now or may become available to the prosecuting attorney. 
4. Documents and tangible objects. 
The defendant requests that the prosecuting attorney permit the defendant to inspect and 
copy or photograph books, papers, documents, photographs, videotapes, audiotapes, tangible 
objects, or places or copies or portions thereof, which are in the possession, custody or control of 
the prosecuting attorney and which are 
a.) material to the preparation of the defense, or 
b.) intended for use by the prosecutor as evidence at the trial or preliminary hearing, or 
c.) which were obtained from or belonged to the defendant, and 
d.) any rough notes, notes, diagrams, reports, statements or otherwise. 
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5. Reports of examinations and tests. 
The defendant requests permission to inspect and copy or photograph any results or 
reports of physical or mental examinations, and of scientific tests or experiments made in 
connection with this case, or copies thereof, within the possession, custody or control of the 
prosecuting attorney, the existence of which is known or is available to the prosecuting attorney 
by the exercise of due diligence. 
6. State witnesses and statements of the state witnesses. 
The defendant requests that the prosecuting attorney furnish to the defendant a written list 
of names, addresses and telephone numbers of all persons having knowledge of relevant facts 
who may be called by the state as witnesses at the trial or preliminary hearing, together with any 
record of prior felony convictions of any such person which is within the knowledge of the 
prosecuting attorney or is available by the exercise of due diligence. 
The defendant also requests that the prosecuting attorney furnish any and all statements 
made by the above mentioned prosecution witnesses or prospective witnesses to the prosecuting 
attorney or his agents or to any official involved in the investigatory process of the case unless a 
protective order is issued pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 16(k). 
7. Expert witnesses. 
The defendant requests that the prosecuting attorney furnish to the defendant a written 
summary or report of any expert witness testimony that the state intends to introduce pursuant to 
I.R.E. 702, 703, or 705 at the trial or hearing. The summary provided must describe the 
witness's opinions, the facts and data for those opinions, and the expert's qualifications. 
Disclosure of expert opinions regarding mental health shall also comply with the requirements of 
LC.§ 18-207. 
8. Police reports. 
The defendant requests that the prosecuting attorney furnish to the defendant reports, 
memoranda, notes and rough notes in his possession or control or in the possession or control of 
any other person who participated in the investigation or evaluation of the case which were made 
by a police officer or investigator in connection with the investigation or prosecution of the case. 
9. Notice of 404(b) Evidence. 
The defendant requests that the Plaintiff provide immediate notice of all witnesses ( and 
summaries of their expected testimony) and evidence which it intends to offer at the trial which 
would constitute evidence of "other crimes, wrongs or acts," as these terms are used in I.R.E. 
404(b). 
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10. Request for Brady Material 
The Defendant hereby demands the state turn over all evidence within the scope of Brady 
v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963), United States v. Augers 427 U.S. 97 (1976) and Kyles v. 
Whitley, 514 U.S. 419 (1995). 
I""" 
DATED This I) day of February, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
~~ -
Scott McKay 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I CERTIFY that on February 1~, 2015, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing 
document to be 
mailed 
faxed 
X hand delivered 
to Shelley Akamatsu, Ada County Prosecuting Attorney, 200 West Front Street, Boise, ID 83702 
-~-
Scott McKay ~ 
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RECEIVED • :-_ -_ -_ -_ -_ -_ '1fflp__,ILED-;;;=:P,M~d..q.::....:Jq,~f.lJ.--FE8 1 7 2015 
. FEB 1 J 2015 CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
ByCINDYHO 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT~ ~'P~hSi!_~ JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF DEPUTY 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 















CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
ORDER GRANTING 
MOTION FOR LIMITED 
ADMISSION OF BRIAN J. 
McMONAGLE 
The court has considered the Motion for Limited Admission filed on February , 2015, 
and being fully advised in the premises, it is hereby ordered that Brian J. McMonagle be admitted 
pro hac vice in this case and that Scott McKay and the firm of Nevin, Benjamin, McKay & 
Bartlett LLP serve as Local Counsel, whose attendance shall be required in all court proceedings 
in which Brian J. McMonagle appears, unless specifically excused by the Court. 
DATED this J3_ day of February, 2015. 
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-
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
Fax: (208) 287-7709 
FEB 2 5 2C';5 
CHRiS'fUl-'rlE.R O RICH,_Clerk 
8 KATRINA CHFllSTENSEI" 
y OFPU1v 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) ________________ ) 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT: 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho Criminal 
Rules, requests Discovery and inspection of the following: 
(1) Documents and Tangible Objects: 
Request is hereby made by the prosecution to inspect and copy or photograph books, papers, 
documents, photographs, tangible objects or copies or portions thereof, which are within the 
possession, custody or control of the defendant, and which the defendant intends to introduce in 
evidence at the preliminary hearing on March 23, 2015. 
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(2) Reports of Examinations and Tests: 
The prosecution hereby requests the defendant to permit the State to inspect and copy or 
photograph any results or reports of physical or mental examinations and of scientific tests or 
experiments made in connection with this case, or copies thereof, within the possession or control of 
the defendant, which the defendant intends to introduce in evidence preliminary hearing on 
March 23, 2015, or which were prepared by a witness whom the defendant intends to call at the 
preliminary hearing on March 23, 2015 when the results or reports relate to testimony of the 
witness. 
(3) Defense Witnesses: 
The prosecution requests the defendant to furnish the State with a list of names and 
addresses of witnesses the defendant intends to call at preliminary hearing on March 23, 2015. 
( 4) Expert Witnesses: 
The prosecution requests the defendant to provide a written summary or report of any 
testimony that the defense intends to introduce pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 16( c )( 4), including 
the facts and data supporting the opinion and the witness's qualifications. 
(5) Pursuant to Idaho Code Section 19-519, the State hereby requests that the defendant 
state in writing within ten (10) days any specific place or places at which the defendant claims to 
have been at the time of the alleged offense and the names and addresses of the witnesses upon 
whom he intends to rel~}~ establish such alibi preliminary hearing on March 23, 2015. 
DATED this~ of February 2015. 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY (ROBINS), Page 2 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley A. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this~ day of February 2015, I caused to be served, a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Request for Discovery upon the individual(s) named below in 
the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 
19103 
f By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
CJ By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
CJ By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
\:#, By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsuwnber: 
Si 
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-
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
.0 ·-····· """ ~-~M. _______ P.M _, 
iMAR - 4 2015 
CHRISTOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) ________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
2nd PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Brady-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
2nd PRELIMINARY HEARING RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY AND 
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file policy to review those documents in the control and possession of the prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Defendant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exist 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in Booking Sheets 
Be advised: As you are aware, the Ada County Jail video records inmate video 
conversations your client has with individuals other than your client's lawyer while incarcerated at 
the Ada County Jail. The visual or the images of the recorded calls are kept for only 30 days of the 
date of the conversation, although the audio portion of the video recordings are maintained 
indefinitely. Please contact the handling prosecuting attorney to make an appointment to view 
those video calls should you desire to do so before they drop off the system. 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exist. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document disclosed as State's pages 4630 through 5648. Pursuant to 
I.C.R. 16(d), the State has provided an unredacted discovery packet for defense counsel and a 
redacted packet of discovery for the defendant. The unredacted packet of discovery is not to be 
disclosed to the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the 
consent of the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. 
1. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received, if any exist, in this case. The State will provide unredacted audio and/or 
video to defense counsel marked "Confidential," which are not to be shared with the defendant or 
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the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or 
an order of the court upon a showing of need. At the preliminary hearing level, upon request, 
the State will provide redacted audio/video to defense counsel so that redacted audio/video 
may be shared with the defendant~ 
B. Photographs: The State will comply with such request as it receives photographs, maps, 
charts or diagrams, if any exist, in this case. (3 photo CDs, F-H, with this response) 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: The State will comply with such request as 
it receives reports of examinations and tests, if any exist, in this case. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying witnesses and protected contact information will 
be provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to be disclosed to the 
defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The State will provide 
to defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected information that can be 
shared with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses, if any exist, in this case. 
8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery 
Response. The grounds for this objection are as follows. Pursuant to I.C.R. 16(g)(2) and I.R.E. 
509, the identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as 
a witness at a hearing or trial, subject to any protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order 
under Rule 16(b)(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in 
violation of state or federal law as follows and requests that if this Court rules that disclosure is 
required, that this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to I.C.R. 16(1): 
IBJ NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
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[&] A police officer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to state law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ~f March, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
A&liJit::i: 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this l(~ day of March, 2015, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103 
vi, By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: --··, ----
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Ak.amatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
MAR - 4 2015 
Cl-iRLS10PHER !J. R:Ct-1, Clerk 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) ________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
3rd PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Brady-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
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file policy to review those documents in the control and possession of the prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Defendant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exist 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in Booking Sheets 
Be advised: As you are aware, the Ada County Jail video records inmate video 
conversations your client has with individuals other than your client's lawyer while incarcerated at 
the Ada County Jail. The visual or the images of the recorded calls are kept for only 30 days of the 
date of the conversation, although the audio portion of the video recordings are maintained 
indefinitely. Please contact the handling prosecuting attorney to make an appointment to view 
those video calls should you desire to do so before they drop off the system. 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exist. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document disclosed as State's pages 5649 through 5720. Pursuant to 
I.C.R. 16(d), the State has provided an unredacted discovery packet for defense counsel and a 
redacted packet of discovery for the defendant. The unredacted packet of discovery is not to be 
disclosed to the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the 
consent of the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. 
1. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received, if any exist, in this case. The State will provide unredacted audio and/or 
video to defense counsel marked "Confidential," which are not to be shared with the defendant or 
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the defendant's family pursuant to I. C.R. 16( d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or 
an order of the court upon a showing of need. At the preliminary hearing level, upon request, 
the State will provide redacted audio/video to defense counsel so that redacted audio/video 
may be shared with the defendant. 
B. Photographs: The State will comply with such request as it receives photographs, maps, 
charts or diagrams, if any exist, in this case. (3 photo CDs, F-H, with this response) 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: The State will comply with such request as 
it receives reports of examinations and tests, if any exist, in this case. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying witnesses and protected contact information will 
be provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to be disclosed to the 
defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The State will provide 
to defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected information that can be 
shared with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses, if any exist, in this case. 
8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery 
Response. The grounds for this objection are as follows. Pursuant to I.C.R. 16(g)(2) and I.R.E. 
509, the identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as 
a witness at a hearing or trial, subject to any protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order 
under Rule 16(b )(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in 
violation of state or federal law as follows and requests that if this Court rules that disclosure is 
required, that this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to I.C.R. 16(1): 
[R] NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
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A police officer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to state law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this lf /; of March, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shell~c/2~/ 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
1..(-ft' 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ___ day of March 2015, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103 
~ By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
~-. -a--.:~~[2---=_.~~~L~t==== 
MAR .. 9 2015 
CHflliTQPHeR D. FUCH, Clerk 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) ________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
4th PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Brady-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
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file policy to review those documents in the control and possession of the prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Defendant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exist 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in Booking Sheets 
Be advised: As you are aware, the Ada County Jail video records inmate video 
conversations your client has with individuals other than your client's lawyer while incarcerated at 
the Ada County Jail. The visual or the images of the recorded calls are kept for only 30 days of the 
date of the conversation, although the audio portion of the video recordings are maintained 
indefinitely. Please contact the handling prosecuting attorney to make an appointment to view 
those video calls should you desire to do so before they drop off the system. 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exist. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document disclosed as State's pages 5721 through 6100. Pursuant to 
I.C.R. 16(d), the State has provided an unredacted discovery packet for defense counsel and a 
redacted packet of discovery for the defendant. The unredacted packet of discovery is not to be 
disclosed to the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the 
consent of the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. 
1. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received, if any exist, in this case. The State will provide unredacted audio and/or 
video to defense counsel marked "Confidential," which are not to be shared with the defendant or 
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the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or 
an order of the court upon a showing of need. At the preliminary hearing level, upon request, 
the State will provide redacted audio/video to defense counsel so that redacted audio/video 
may be shared with the defendant. 
B. Photographs: The State will comply with such request as it receives photographs, maps, 
charts or diagrams, if any exist, in this case. (3 photo CDs, F-H, with this response) 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: The State will comply with such request as 
it receives reports of examinations and tests, if any exist, in this case. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying witnesses and protected contact information will 
be provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to be disclosed to the 
defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The State will provide 
to defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected information that can be 
shared with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses, if any exist, in this case. 
8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery 
Response. The grounds for this objection are as follows. Pursuant to I.C.R. 16(g)(2) and I.R.E. 
509, the identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as 
a witness at a hearing or trial, subject to any protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order 
under Rule 16(b )(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in 
violation of state or federal law as follows and requests that if this Court rules that disclosure is 
required, that this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to I.C.R. 16(1): 
[Kl NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
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IX! A police officer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to state law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this (pr-;-:f March, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
flriJ.JuuwSB:zA 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this (o"'t day of March 2015, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103 
'fJ By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
D By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
- NO. ___ __,=,-----= FILED A.M. {O- P.M ___ _ 
MAR 1 2 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MEG KEENAN 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
5th PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Bradly-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
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file policy to review those documents in the control and possession of the prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Defendant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exist 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in Booking Sheets 
Be advised: As you are aware, the Ada County Jail video records inmate video 
conversations your client has with individuals other than your client's lawyer while incarcerated at 
the Ada County Jail. The visual or the images of the recorded calls are kept for only 30 days of the 
date of the conversation, although the audio portion of the video recordings are maintained 
indefinitely. Please contact the handling prosecuting attorney to make an appointment to view 
those video calls should you desire to do so before they drop off the system. 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exist. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document disclosed as State's pages 6101 through 6120. Pursuant to 
I.C.R. 16(d), the State has provided an unredacted discovery packet for defense counsel and a 
redacted packet of discovery for the defendant. The unredacted packet of discovery is not to be 
disclosed to the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the 
consent of the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. 
1. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received, if any exist, in this case. The State will provide unredacted audio and/or 
video to defense counsel marked "Confidential," which are not to be shared with the defendant or 
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the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or 
an order of the court upon a showing of need. At the preliminary hearing level, upon request, 
the State will provide redacted audio/video to defense counsel so that redacted audio/video 
may be shared with the defendant. 
B. Photographs: The State will comply with such request as it receives photographs, maps, 
charts or diagrams, if any exist, in this case. 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: The State will comply with such request as 
it receives reports of examinations and tests, if any exist, in this case. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying witnesses and protected contact information will 
be provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to be disclosed to the 
defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The State will provide 
to defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected information that can be 
shared with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses, if any exist, in this case. 
8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery 
Response. The grounds for this objection are as follows. Pursuant to I.C.R. 16(g)(2) and I.R.E. 
509, the identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as 
a witness at a hearing or trial, subject to any protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order 
under Rule 16(b )(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in 
violation of state or federal law as follows and requests that if this Court rules that disclosure is 
required, that this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to I.C.R. 16(1): 
00 NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
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A police officer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to state law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. 
~ 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this __R_day of March, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
&~ 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
D,eputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this / t'~ day of March 2015, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut ~j~~ Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103 
~ By depositing copies of the same in the ~fates mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
1:1 By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
1:1 By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
1:1 By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
1:1 By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• NO. v-- FILED k~q~,~ ~----
MAR 17 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MEG KEENAN NO.-e ~ DEPUTY 
AM.~~ FILED _ J.M ___ _ 
MAR 18 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
By CINDY HO ' Clerk 
DEPUry 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH ruDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNfY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS and 












) __________ ) 
CASE NO's. CR-FE-2014-0010815 
CR-FE-2015-0000126 
APPLICATION FOR 
WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 
The undersigned Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for the County of Ada, State ofldaho, 
hereby makes application to the Court for the issuance of a writ of habeas corpus. 
O ad Prosequendum (X) ad Testificandum 
Name of Detainee: ANTON P. RAIDER 
DOB: 
SSN: 
Custodian: U.S. Marshal Service at the Washington County Jail. 
Detainee is: 
O charged in this District on a _____ in case Number: 





; or . 
(~a witness not otherwise available by the ordinary process of the court. 
Appearance is necessary on: March 23, 2015 at 9:00 a.m., Boise, Idaho, before The Honorable 
Judge John Hawley for a preliminary hearing and for all further proceedings until the end of this 
case. 
DATED this ·t l~ay ofMarch, 2015 
WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 
0 ad Prosequendum 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Sh ey W. Akamatsu 
D puty Prosecuting Attorney 
(X) ad Testificandum 
The application is GRANTED and the Ada County Sheriff is hereby ORDERED to produce the 
named detainee on the date and time listed above. At the conclusion of these proceedings, the 
Ada County Sheriff shall return the detainee to the above-named custodian. 
DATED this_£ day of March, 2015 
FOR U.S. MARSHAL USE ONLY 
0 U.S. Attorney concurred 
0 U.S. Marshal concurred 
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/ • - NO·---~~:--..;.CJ_-+-_ A.M ____ FI_...~, d 
MAR 1 7 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON ;;)o;l 
Pif 
~J/2'3 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
DEPUTY 
· "; ,. Shelley W. Akamatsu 
" - Ji Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
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Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
6th PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Brady-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
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~ policy to review those ~wnents in the control and possession o:e prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Defendant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exist 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in Booking Sheets 
Be advised: As you are aware, the Ada County Jail video records inmate video 
conversations your client has with individuals other than your client's lawyer while incarcerated at 
the Ada County Jail. The visual or the images of the recorded calls are kept for only 30 days of the 
date of the conversation, although the audio portion of the video recordings are maintained 
indefinitely. Please contact the handling prosecuting attorney to make an appointment to view 
those video calls should you desire to do so before they drop off the system. 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exist. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document disclosed as State's pages 6121 through 6136. Pursuant to 
I.C.R. 16(d), the State has provided an unredacted discovery packet for defense counsel and a 
redacted packet of discovery for the defendant. The unredacted packet of discovery is not to be 
disclosed to the defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the 
consent of the prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. 
1. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received, if any exist, in this case. The State will provide unredacted audio and/or 
video to defense counsel marked "Confidential," which are not to be shared with the defendant or 
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the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or 
an order of the court upon a showing of need. At the preliminary hearing level, upon request, 
the State will provide redacted audio/video to defense counsel so that redacted audio/video 
may be shared with the defendant. 
B. Photographs: The State will comply with such request as it receives photographs, maps, 
charts or diagrams, if any exist, in this case. 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: The State will comply with such request as 
it receives reports of examinations and tests, if any exist, in this case. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying witnesses and protected contact information will 
be provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to be disclosed to the 
defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The State will provide 
to defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected information that can be 
shared with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses, if any exist, in this case. 
8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery 
Response. The grounds for this objection are as follows. Pursuant to I.C.R. 16(g)(2) and I.RE. 
509, the identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as 
a witness at a hearing or trial, subject to any protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order 
under Rule 16(b )(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in 
violation of state or federal law as follows and requests that if this Court rules that disclosure is 
required, that this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to I.C.R. 16(1): 
IBJ NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
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• 
A police officer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to state law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this n day of March, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
ey W. Akamatsu 
D puty Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this rt- day of March 2015, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut st1 ~~l pPr, Philadelphia, PA 19103 
~By depositing copies of the same in the U~ States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsi 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• NO. v-- FILED k~q~,~ ~----
MAR 17 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MEG KEENAN NO.-e ~ DEPUTY 
AM.~~ FILED _ J.M ___ _ 
MAR 18 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
By CINDY HO ' Clerk 
DEPUry 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH ruDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNfY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS and 












) __________ ) 
CASE NO's. CR-FE-2014-0010815 
CR-FE-2015-0000126 
APPLICATION FOR 
WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 
The undersigned Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for the County of Ada, State ofldaho, 
hereby makes application to the Court for the issuance of a writ of habeas corpus. 
O ad Prosequendum (X) ad Testificandum 
Name of Detainee: ANTON P. RAIDER 
DOB: 
SSN: 
Custodian: U.S. Marshal Service at the Washington County Jail. 
Detainee is: 
O charged in this District on a _____ in case Number: 





; or . 
(~a witness not otherwise available by the ordinary process of the court. 
Appearance is necessary on: March 23, 2015 at 9:00 a.m., Boise, Idaho, before The Honorable 
Judge John Hawley for a preliminary hearing and for all further proceedings until the end of this 
case. 
DATED this ·t l~ay ofMarch, 2015 
WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 
0 ad Prosequendum 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Sh ey W. Akamatsu 
D puty Prosecuting Attorney 
(X) ad Testificandum 
The application is GRANTED and the Ada County Sheriff is hereby ORDERED to produce the 
named detainee on the date and time listed above. At the conclusion of these proceedings, the 
Ada County Sheriff shall return the detainee to the above-named custodian. 
DATED this_£ day of March, 2015 
FOR U.S. MARSHAL USE ONLY 
0 U.S. Attorney concurred 
0 U.S. Marshal concurred 
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** INBOUND NOTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED suc~iFULLY ** 
TIME RECEIVED I REMOTE CSID D ..:ON PAGES 
March 17, 2015 3: 32: 24 PM T 2083736505 56 2 
03/14/2015 15:44 2083735505 IDAHO STATESMAN 
STATUS 
Received 
.',l,._ .. B'"""il:--::,:J,__ _ Fl~-
/,.M_....,______.__ PM. ___ _ 
Request for Approval/ 
Judge's Order . CHRISTOPHER D. FUCH Chrk 
Directions: Fill out.tl.J.e form below, _and fax to county requested: Ada County, 2~.fiAEFiEDITH i, 
Elmore County, 587-1320~ Boise County, 392-6712; or Valley Couuty, 382·7184. o1c,p,_,., 
IN THE DlSTRlCT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DI~ 
.. _ OF:; ~TA+:e,IDA.HO, lN AND FOR TIIE COUNTY OF ff,@, 
' ::>i9.. ':-1.,, • ---..-""\ . _ _) ) . 
PLAlNTIFF(S) n I _ .s ~ 
f;-n/1-dl') ,~A ~r-? 








A COURT fROCEEDING 
AND ORDER 
Pool cameras to be represented or present (please circ;le) Channels 2 .4 6 7 12 
ORDER 
THE COURT, having considered the above Request for Approval under the Rule 
permitting cameras in trial courtrooms, hereby orders that pennission to broadcast and/or 
photograph the above hearing is: 
( J Denied. 




JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
F1q:0 .. M-----
MAR-2 3 2015 
CHAl:i!l\)PMER o. RICH, Clerk 
8y KATA!NA CMRISTENSE:N 
OOPU'l'Y 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) ________________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
ih PRELIMINARY HEARING 
RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY AND 
OBJECTIONS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho, and submits the following Preliminary Hearing Response to the Request for 
Discovery and Objections and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery as outlined below. 
I. DISCLOSURES 
16-A Brady-Agurs Disclosure: The prosecution is unaware of any evidence that is 
exculpatory on its face relating to the offense charged. 
With regard to evidence that may be exculpatory as used or interpreted, the prosecution 
requests that the defense counsel submit, in writing, the defense to be asserted in this case so the 
prosecution can review its file to determine if any facts, evidence or witnesses may be material to 
the preparation of that defense. In the alternative, the prosecution offers to defense counsel an open 
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file policy to review those documents in the control and possession of the prosecution that may be 
exculpatory in some manner to the offense charged. 
16-B Stipulation - Request Disclosure: 
1. Statement of Defendant: The State has complied with discovery by providing the 
known statements of the Defendant that are contained in documents and items the State currently 
has in its possession and will comply with discovery as more information becomes available, as 
follows: 
a. Audio Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
b. Video Taped Confession/Statement, if any exist 
c. Written Confession/Statement, if any exist 
d. As reflected in Police Reports 
e. As reflected in Booking Sheets 
Be advised: As you are aware, the Ada County Jail video records inmate video 
conversations your client has with individuals other than your client's lawyer while incarcerated at 
the Ada County Jail. The visual or the images of the recorded calls are kept for only 30 days of the 
date of the conversation, although the audio portion of the video recordings are maintained 
indefinitely. Please contact the handling prosecuting attorney to make an appointment to view 
those video calls should you desire to do so before they drop off the system. 
2. Statement of Co-Defendant: See disclosed police reports for statements of Co-
Defendant, if any exist. 
3. Defendant's Prior Record: The Defendant's prior record disclosed in the following: 
a. NCIC report 
4A. Documents and Tangible Objects: Police Reports, Witness Statements, Medical 
records and/or other tangible documents in possession of the Ada County Prosecutor's Office as of 
the date of filing of this document. Pursuant to I. C.R. 16( d), the State has provided an unredacted 
discovery packet for defense counsel and a redacted packet of discovery for the defendant. The 
unredacted packet of discovery is not to be disclosed to the defendant or to the defendant's 
family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or an order of 
the court upon a showing of need. 
1. Audio/video recordings: The State will provide audio and/or video recordings 
when they are received, if any exist, in this case. The State will provide unredacted audio and/or 
video to defense counsel marked "Confidential," which are not to be shared with the defendant or 
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the defendant's family pursuant to LC.R. 16(d) without the consent of the prosecuting attorney or 
an order of the court upon a showing of need. At the preliminary hearing level, upon request, 
the State will provide redacted audio/video to defense counsel so that redacted audio/video 
may be shared with the defendant. 
B. Photographs: The State will comply with such request as it receives photographs, maps, 
charts or diagrams, if any exist, in this case. 
5. Reports of Examinations and Tests: The State will comply with such request as 
it receives reports of examinations and tests, if any exist, in this case. 
6. Witnesses: A list of names identifying witnesses and protected contact information will 
be provided to defense counsel in a letter under separate cover, which is not to be disclosed to the 
defendant or to the defendant's family pursuant to I.C.R. 16(d) without the consent of the 
prosecuting attorney or an order of the court upon a showing of need. The State will provide 
to defense counsel a separate redacted witness list excluding protected information that can be 
shared with the defendant. 
7. Expert Witnesses: The State will comply with such request as it identifies expert 
witnesses, if any exist, in this case. 
8. Police Reports: The State possesses police reports, witness statements and other 
documents which are available upon request. These documents are specifically identified in 
subparagraph 4(A) above. 
II. OBJECTIONS 
A. The State has excluded the identity of the Confidential Informant from this Discovery 
Response. The grounds for this objection are as follows. Pursuant to LC.R. 16(g)(2) and LR.E. 
509, the identity of a Confidential Informant is excluded unless said Informant is to be produced as 
a witness at a hearing or trial, subject to any protective order under I.C.R. 16(1) or a disclosure order 
under Rule 16(b )(9). 
B. The State objects to any items in the defendant's request for discovery that would be in 
violation of state or federal law as follows and requests that if this Court rules that disclosure is 
required, that this Court also issue a protective order pursuant to LC.R. 16(1): 
[&] NCIC criminal history for all witnesses. The State is not permitted to use NCIC for this 
purpose pursuant to federal law and hereby objects to providing this material. 
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[ID A police officer(s)' internal affairs files and/or other personnel documents. Personnel 
documents are confidential matters pursuant to state law. The State hereby objects to 
providing this material. _ .,n) 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ~:a~ of March, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
~~~ 
Sheleyw. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on thisd~ day of March 2015, I caused to be served a 
true and correct copy of the foregoing Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and 
Objections upon the individual(s) named below in the manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103 
o By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
'f- By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at 
the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
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-Hawley Ho 032315 Courtroom204 
Time Speaker Note 
9:31:52 AM 
9:32:02 AM Case Called #1 Robins Anthony James Jr CR-FE-2015-0000126 
In-Custody 
#2 Douglas John C CR-FE-2014-0010815 In-
Custody 
9:32:31 AM States Attorney Shelly Akamatsu 
9:32:39AM Defense Attorney Scott McKay & Brian McMonagle #1 for Anthony 
#1 Robbins 
9:32:47 AM Defense Attorney Mark Manweiler & Jack McMahon #2 for John 
#2 Douglas 
9:33:14 AM Judge Idaho Defense Attyoneys Excused upon no objection 
from Out of state Attorneys 
9:33:43AM States Attorney Motion to video tape witness testimony 
9:34:20AM Defense Both Agree to allow video 
Attorneys 
10:04:31 AM On 
10:04:37 AM Judge Cell Phone 
10:04:57 AM States Attorney Opeing Statement 
10:08:52 AM Brian McMonagle Motion to exclude witnesses 
#1 
10:08:56 AM Judge 
10:08:59 AM States Attorney Calls SW #1 Don Lukasik/Sworn 
10:09:51 AM States Attorney DXSW#1 
10:12:05 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #53 
10:12:08 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 ' 
' 
10:12:13 AM Judge So orders SE #53 Admitted 
10: 13:32 AM. States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #4 & SE #5 
10:14:04 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 John 
McMahon #2 
10:14:08 AM Judge So orders SE #4 & SE #5 Admitted 
10:14:26 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #5 
10:18:21 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
10:18:26 AM Judge So orders SE #5 Admitted 
10:19:24 AM John McMahon # CXSW#1 
2 
10:24:28 AM Brian McMonagle NoCX 
#1 
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10:24:35 AM Judge Nothing further witness steps down/Excused 
10:24:44AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #1 & SE #2 




10:25:04AM Judge So orders SE #1 & SE #2 Admitted ................ . .. 
10:25:22 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #3 binder of certified records 




10:27:02 AM States Attorney Calls SW #2 Anton Raider/Sworn 
10:28:37 AM States Attorney DXSW#2 
10:38:40 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #11 
10:38:43 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
10:38:53 AM Judge So orders SE #11 Admitted 
10:41:20 AM John McMahon # Objection/Hearsay 
2 
10:41:44 AM Judge Objection withdrawn 
10:42:46 AM John McMahon # Objection/Foundation 
2 
10:43:06 AM Judge Sustained 
10:50:00 AM Brian McMonagle Objection 
#1 
10:50:06 AM Judge Sustained 
10:53:24 AM John McMahon # Objection/Leading 
2 
10:53:29 AM Judge Sustained 
10:58:27 AM John McMahon # Objection/Leading 
2 
10:58:37 AM Judge Sustained 
11:03:32 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #6 through SE #21 
11:03:35 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
11:03:38 AM Judge So orders SE #6 through SE#21 Admitted 
11:09:41 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #24 & SE #25 
11:09:45 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
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11:09:47 AM Judge So orders SE #24 & SE #25 Admitted 
11:16:36 AM John McMahon # Objection 
2 
11:16:42 AM Judge Sustained 
11:34:38 AM John McMahon # Objection 
2 
11:34:49 AM Judge Objection withdrawn 
11:38:09 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #28 
11:38:13 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
11:38:15 AM Judge So orders SE #28 Admitted ........ 
11:38:56 AM John McMahon # Objection 
2 
11:39:03 AM States Attorney Response/Not for the Truth of the matter 
11:39:09 AM Judge Overruled 
11:40:14 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #26 & SE #27 
11:40:18 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
11:40:19 AM Judge So orders SE #26 & SE #27 Admitted 
11:44:50 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #29 
11:44:53 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection · 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
11:44:55 AM Judge So orders SE #29 Admitted 
11:45:12 AM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #30 
11:45:15 AM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
11:45:16 AM Judge So orders SE #30 Admitted 
11:51:38 AM Recess 
12:53:34 PM On Record 
12:53:58 PM All Parties 
Present 
12:54:05 PM John McMahon # CXSW#2 
2 
1:23:34 PM States Attorney Objection 
1:45:48 PM States Attorney Objection/argumentative ........................... 
1:45:53 PM Judge Sustained 
1:48:08 PM States Attorney Objection 
1:48:09 PM Judge Sustained 
1:48:13 PM Brian McMonagle CXSW#2 
#1 
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1:54:25 PM States Attorney Objection 
1:54:30 PM Judge Sustained 
1:56:17 PM States Attorney Objection 
1:56:23 PM Brian McMonagle Response 
#1 
1:56:25 PM Judge Overruled 
2:00:25 PM States Attorney Objection/asked and answered 
2:00:29 PM Judge Sustained 
2:09:57 PM States Attorney RDXSW#2 
2:10:46 PM John McMahon # Objection 
2 
2:10:55 PM Judge Sustained 
2:17:52 PM John McMahon # Objection 
2 
2:17:56 PM Judge Sustained 
2:18:01 PM John McMahon # Objection 
2 
2:18:10 PM Judge Sustained 
2:19:13 PM John McMahon # RCXSW#2 
2 
2:20:48 PM Brian McMonagle RCXSW#2 
#1 
2:21:22 PM States Attorney RRDXSW#2 
2:22:21 PM Judge Nothing further witness steps down/Excused 
2:23:05 PM States Attorney Calls SW#3 /Sworn 
2:24:48 PM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #31 Through SE #40 
2:25:07 PM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
2:25:13 PM Judge So orders SE #31 Through SE #40 Admitted 
2:28:46 PM SW#3 Jeanette Juraska/Sworn 
2:28:48 PM States Attorney 
2:29:09 PM States Attorney DXSW#3 
2:54:18 PM John McMahon # CXSW#3 
2 
3:04:07 PM States Attorney Objection/Foundation 
3:04:13 PM Judge Sustained 
3:17:21 PM States Attorney Objection 
3:17:26 PM John McMahon # Response 
2 
3:17:34 PM States Attorney Objection 
3:17:55 PM Judge Sustained 
3:18:30 PM States Attorney Objection/asked and answered 
3:18:35 PM Judge Sustained 
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3:20:14 PM States Attorney Objection/asked and answered 
3:20:26 PM Defense Attorney Response 
3:20:38 PM Judge Sustained 
3:22:02 PM States Attorney Objection/Foundation 
3:22:13 PM ·John McMahon# Response 
2 ' 
3:27:29 PM Brian McMonagle CXSW#3 
#1 
3:29:21 PM States Attorney RDXSW#3 
3:32:49 PM John McMahon # 
2 
3:32:52 PM Brian McMonagle 
#1 
3:33:00 PM Break 
3:33:11 PM Off 
3:46:29 PM States Attorney Calls SW #4 Officer Jason Pietrezak/Sworn ................. 
3:46:52 PM States Attorney DXSW#4 
3:56:57 PM John McMahon # CXSW#4 
2 ...... 
4:00:39 PM Brian McMonagle CXSW#4 
\#1 
4:03:08 PM States Attorney Objection/Hearsay 
4:03:17 PM Brian McMonagle Response 
#1 
4:03:26 PM Judge Sustained 
4:04:23 PM States Attorney Objection 
4:04:35 PM Judge Sustained 
4:04:42 PM Judge Nothing further witness steps down/Excused 
4:04:43 PM States Attorney Calls SW #5 Georgett Wadholm/Sworn 
4:05:29 PM States Attorney DXSW#5 
4:07:18 PM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #48 through SE #52 




4:07:32 PM Judge So orders SE #48 through SE #52 Admitted 
4:15:24 PM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #60 & SE #62 
4:15:28 PM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
4:15:33 PM Judge So orders SE #60 & SE #62 Admitted 
4:20:35 PM Brian McMonagle CXSW#5 
#1 
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4:23:59 PM John McMahon # CXSW#5 
2 
4:25:04 PM Brian McMonagle RCXSW#5 
#1 
4:25:36 PM Judge Nothing further witness steps down/Excused 
4:25:42 PM States Attorney Calls SW #6 Detective Josiah Ransom/Sworn 
... 
4:26:40 PM States Attorney DXSW#6 
4:27:27 PM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #53 through 62a, 63, 64, 65 & 66 




4:27:55 PM Judge So orders Admit SE #53 through SE #62a, SE #63, 
SE #64, SE #65 & SE #66 Admitted 
4:29:13 PM John McMahon # Objection 
2 ... 
4:29:17 PM Judge Sustained 
4:51:54 PM John McMahon # Objection 
2 ......... 
4:51:57 PM Judge Sustained 
4:58:57 PM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #64 ........... 
4:59:00 PM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
4:59:01 PM Judge So orders SE #64 Admitted 
5:06:52 PM John McMahon # CXSW#6 
2 
5:15:48 PM Brian McMonagle CXSW#6 
#1 
5:18:30 PM States Attorney RDXSW#6 
5:19:39 PM States Attorney Moves to Admit SE #67 
5:20:03 PM Brian McMonagle No Objection 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
5:20:07 PM Judge So orders SE #67 Admitted 
5:20:21 PM Judge So orders SE # 3 Admitted 
5:20:34 PM Brian McMonagle 
#1 
John McMahon # 
2 
5:20:38 PM States Attorney Submit Closing 
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5:21:59 PM States.Attorney Moves for return of Exhibits 
5:22:05 PM Judge So Order State may sign for exhibits 
5:22:10 PM Judge CT finds that the State has proved there is enough 
evidence to provide probable cause to sign 
Commitment and bind case over to District Court with 
Judge Norton on 4/02/15 @ 9:00 am for AR and 
further proceedings 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
- :~,.-_ -_ -------~F..r.lLEO-::;:;!,M~1~n,l+~>t---
MAR 2 3 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
ByCINDYHO 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) __________ ) 




THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT, ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS JR., having 
been brought before this Court for a Preliminary Examination on the ~ day of 
/YA,2(!(/,, 2015, on a charge that the Defendant on or about the 8th day of May, 2014, 
in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did commit the crimes of I. AIDING AND ABETTING 
MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-204, II. 
AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 
COMMITMENT (ROBINS), Page 1 
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4002, 4003(a), 18-204, and III. AIDING AND ABETTING ATTEMPTED MURDER IN THE 
FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. §18-4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-204, 18-306 as follows: 
COUNT! 
That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, kill 
and murder Elliott Bailey, a human being, by shooting Elliott Bailey in the body with a .45 
caliber semi-automatic pistol from which he died, to-wit: the Defendant aided and abetted 
John C. Douglas by encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to commit the crime 
and/or by procuring and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot Elliott Bailey, and/or 
by then driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment located at 2178 South 
Orchard Street, Boise, on May 8, 2014, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after 
the shooting, and fleeing the scene with Douglas and Winn. 
COUNT II 
That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, kill 
and murder Travonte Calloway, a human being, by shooting Travonte Calloway in the body 
with a .45 caliber semi-automatic pistol from which he died, to-wit: the Defendant aided 
and abetted John C. Douglas by encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to 
commit the crime and/or by procuring and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot 
Travonte Calloway, and/or by then driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the 
apartment located at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, on May 8, 2014, and/or waiting for 
them to return to the vehicle after the shooting, and fleeing the scene with Douglas and 
Winn. 
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COUNT III 
That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, 
attempt to kill and murder J.J, a human being, by shooting J.J. in the body with a .45 caliber 
semi-automatic pistol, to-wit: the Defendant aided and abetted John C. Douglas by 
encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to commit the crime and/or by procuring 
and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot J.J., and/or by then driving John C. 
Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment located at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, on 
May 8, 2014, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after the shooting, and fleeing 
the scene with Douglas and Winn. 
WHEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the Defendant be held to answer to the 
District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of 
Ada, to the charge herein set forth. Bail is set in the sum of$ P, O (JO A/ P ~ 
DATEDthis<lddayof 414A e11 ,2015. 
~TRATE 
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Exhibit List 
MAR 23 2015 
S f Idah J hn D I & . . CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk tate o o v. o oug as Anthony Robms Jr. By CINDY HO 
CRFE 2014 0010815 & CRFE 2015-0000126 DEPUTY 
Exhibit Descnot10n Sponsor Move Admit Exclude 
1 Affidavit of Dr. Charle~arrison (Douglas) X 
2 Affidavit of Dr. Charles Garrison (robins) X 
3 Binder of Certified Records 
CAD printout Red Maple 5/9/2014 
CAD printout Abercrombie 5/8/2014 
Spearmint Rhino Surveillance video 
US Airlines Flight Records 
Telmate Records 
AT&T Records 510-697-3457 
Berks County Jail Calls 
AT&T Records 208-340-5894 
Sprint Records 510-209-6916 
Sprint Records 208-407-5304 
T Mobile Records 267-266-0220 
Verizon Records 208-859-8703 
Metro PCS Records 510-565-9831 
Southwest Airlines Records 
Paramedics reports 
St. Alphonsus Medical Records x 
4 Emails recovered from Winn's phone ?<... 
5 Video from Winn's Phone X 
6 Photo - Anton Raider White Van .x.. 
7 Photo- Wide Shot entrance Red Maple X 
8 Photo-Wider closer shot entrance Red Maple X 
9 Photo - 11031 Red Maple from street X 
10 Photo- close up 11031 Red Maple X 
11 Sketch of Red Maple Floor Plan X 
12 Photo- Entrance to Red Maple from porch X 
13 Photo-Front Windows in Living room X 
14 Photo-Left side living with Bike X 
15 Photo-Rieht side of Living Room X 
16 Photo-Far right ofliving room hall Raider's Room X 
17 Photo- Boxes of Albums on right side living room X 
18 Photo- Composite photo of 14,15,16 X 
19 Photo- Hall to Kitchen & Robins' room X 
20 Photo- Kitchen X 
21 Photo-Robin's bedroom floor X. 
22 Photo -Green bag with ammunition 
23 Photo of gun 
24 Photo- Side Exercise Room x 
000111
25 Photo-from inside Exercise room X 
26 Arial Photo of Red Maple X 
27 Arial Photo ofFive Mile y 
28 Photo of Lisa Sullivan X 
29 Photo of Raider in Albertsons 5/9/2014 X 
30 Photo-Inside of Raider's White Van X 
31 Photo-Apt. Duplex of2178 S. Orchard X' 
32 Photo- Front door of2 l 78 S. Orchard )( 
33 Photo-Entrance to 2178 S. Orchard V 
34 Photo-Stairs of2178 S. Orchard "'/' 
35 Photo- Living room of 2178 S. Orchard 'L 
36 Photo-Jeanette Juraska in Hospital X 
37 Photo-Jeanette Juraska wound 'x 
38 Photo Elliott Bailey ':,,C 
39 Photo Travonte Calloway X 
40 Sketch as described by Jeanette Juraska X 
41 Photo - Georgette textswith Robins 5/6 & 5/7 
42 Photo - Georgette texts with Robins 5/6 & 5/7 
43 Photo - Georgette texts with Robins 5/7 
44 Photo - Georgette texts with Robins on 5/8 
45 Photo- Georgette texts with Robins on 5/8 & 5/9 
46 Photo- Georgette texts with Robins on 5/9 
47 Photo- Georgette texts with Robins on 5/9 
48 Photo- Georgette texts with Robins on 5/9 )< 
49 Photo- Georgette texts with Robins on 5/9 ')( 
50 Photo- Georgette texts with Robins on 5/9 'X 
51 Photo- Georgette texts with Robins on 5/9 X 
52 Photo- Georgette texts with Robins on 5/9 )<... 
53 Photo- Samari Winn's Phone X 
54 Phone Summarv 4/23-4/28/2014 v 
55 Phone Summary 5/2-5/3/2014 "X 
56 Phone Summarv 5/8-5/9/2014 x· 
57 Photo-Douglas entering Rhino X 
58 Photo-Douglas greeting Lance Robertson@, Rhino >< 
59 Photo-Douglas talking to Lance Robertson @ Rhino X 
60 Photo- Robins entering Rhino with Georgette "><. 
61 Photo- Robins greeting Lance & Douglas @, Rhino -x.... 
62 Photo- Samari Winn arrives Rhino "><.. 
62 a Photo Samari Winn talking to Lance (ii), Rhino X,. 
63 Photo of Douglas, Robins, Robertson, Hollis Allen, x Kenneth Allen in Atlanta January 2014. 
64 Jail Calls Douglas Berks County "-L 
65 Douglas photo from video X 
000112
66 Arial photo red maple to orchard V 
67 7 tru11~ ft'r;Jf- ~ at' 'di . T. .1 ~ x_ 









IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
CHRISTOP ER D. RICH, 
CLERK F-"-'Z~-rTRICT COURT 
BY ___ =-"'t-r_-H-~,__ __ _ 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
PRELIMINARY HEARING NOTICE/ MINUTE SHEET 
A·oibonq J. Robins J,z . 
Defendant. 
Case Number: f E ~ 15-Ct) l;;l{p 
Case Called: ~ ley 
Plaintiff, 
lAda D Spec:S ~fil!a (UL£u , 
PD~"B~ltln ()'}fflc.wqt:. 
Defendant: Present D Not Presen~n Custody _______ D PD Appointed D Waived Attorney 
D Advised of Rights D Waived Rights D In Chambers D Interpreter _____________ _ 
D Bond $~ D Pre-Trial Release Order D Motion for Bond Reduction Denied I Granted ___ _ 
D Ame~~iled D Complaint Amended by lnterlineation D Reading of Complaint Waived 
D State/ Defense/ Mutual Request for Continuance ___________________ _ 
D State/ Defense Objection/ No Objection to Continuance ______________ _ 
D Case continued to--------~ ____ am/pm for ____________ _ 
Kcommitment Signed 
ij~OJ-,/5 at faJ Gpm 
D Case Dismissed after Preliminary Hearing I On State's Motion D Release Defendant, This Case Only 
ADA COUNTY COURTHOUSE, 200 W. FRONT STREET, BOISE, ID 83702 
You must appear as scheduled above. Failure to do so will result in a warrant being issued for your arrest. 
I hereby certify that copies of this notice were served as follows: 
Defendant: ~ Hand Delivered D Via Counsel Signature {klrJ-lltt~ 
Defense Atty: D Hand Delivered D lntdept Mail 
D lntdept Mail 
DATED----,~-~---,[/l-.,_z_'5 ___ _ 
PRELIMINARY HEARING NOTICE/ MINUTE SHEET [REV 1-2014] 
000114) 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
- NO.---~-~--A.M. /tr: ,<-'~,1----
CHRiSTOP'H[:7 D. ~:t::H, C!cr~ 
Dy 1!:E1.c t~:r::·,/\N 
o.=;--L..:-1·v 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) __________ ) 




JAN M. BENNETTS, Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County of Ada, State of 
Idaho, who in the name and by the authority of the State, prosecutes in its behalf, comes 
now into District Court of the County of Ada, and states that ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR.is 
accused by this Information of the crimes of: I. AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN 
THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. §18-4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-204, II. AIDING AND 
ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-
204, and III. AIDING AND ABETTING ATTEMPTED MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, 
FELONY, LC. §18-4001, 4002, 4003(a), 18-204, 18-306 which crimes were committed as 
follows: 
INFORMATION (ROBINS), Page 1 
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COUNTI 
That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, kill 
and murder Elliott Bailey, a human being, by shooting Elliott Bailey in the body with a .45 
caliber semi-automatic pistol from which he died, to-wit: the Defendant aided and abetted 
John C. Douglas by encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to commit the crime 
and/or by procuring and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot Elliott Bailey, and/or 
by then driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment located at 2178 South 
Orchard Street, Boise, on May 8, 2014, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after 
the shooting, and fleeing the scene with Douglas and Winn. 
COUNT II 
That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, kill 
and murder Travonte Calloway, a human being, by shooting Travonte Calloway in the body 
with a .45 caliber semi-automatic pistol from which he died, to-wit: the Defendant aided 
and abetted John C. Douglas by encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to 
commit the crime and/or by procuring and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot 
Travonte Calloway, and/or by then driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the 
apartment located at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, on May 8, 2014, and/or waiting for 
them to return to the vehicle after the shooting, and fleeing the scene with Douglas and 
Winn. 
COUNT III 
That the Defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR, on or about the 8th day of May, 
2014, in the County of Ada, State of Idaho, did aid and abet John C. Douglas, who, did 
intentionally, unlawfully, deliberately, with premeditation and with malice aforethought, 
INFORMATION (ROBINS), Page 2 
000116
attempt to kill and murder J.J, a human being, by shooting J.J. in the body with a .45 caliber 
semi-automatic pistol, to-wit: the Defendant aided and abetted John C. Douglas by 
encouraging, advising, hiring, or procuring another to commit the crime and/or by procuring 
and providing the .45 caliber pistol used to shoot J.J., and/or by then driving John C. 
Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment located at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, on 
May 8, 2014, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after the shooting, and fleeing 
the scene with Douglas and Winn. 
All of which is contrary to the form, force and effect of the statute in such case and 
against the peace and dignity of the State of Idaho. 
Prosecuting Attorney 
INFORMATION (ROBINS), Page 3 
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Ada County Mugshot - Prosecutor's Office 
User: PRFLEMSM 
PhotoTaken: 2015-01-19 04:3 1:35 
Wednesday, March 11 , 2015 
Name: ROBINS, ANTHONY JAMES 
Case#: ---
LE Number: 646014 DOB: SSN
WeigHeight: 510 
-
Drivers License Number: Drivers License State: CA 




Eye Color: BRO Hair Color: BLK Facial Hair: 0 
-




/"/_&}~ NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
~,~ 303 West Bannock 
• :~1.----i!i.eb-·~ (-0<) 
£) J{)v-, P.O. Box 2772 r J Y· Boise, ID 83701 
MAR 3 0 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
Sy SARA Wf'!IGHT 
Oi!PUTY 
1 / J (208) 343-1000 '1J ~ (208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Cf/4· 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 





The defendant Anthony Robins, through his attorneys, moves the Court for its Order 
pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 25(a)(l) disqualifying without cause the Honorable Lynn 
Norton, District Judge. Mr. Robins has not previously disqualified a judge assigned to this case. 






DATED This ~ 0 day of March, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION OF JUDGE - Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
r-
I CERTIFY that on March go, 2015, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing 






Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street 
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock 
P.O. Box 937 
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon 
139 N. Croskey Street 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 
fax 215-985-4416 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR DISQUALIFICATION OF JUDGE - Page 3 
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-
CHRISTOPHER D. rncH, Clerk 
By JN~lf,1E KOF\SE~-J 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-126 
ORDER DISQUALIFYING WITHOUT 
CAUSE JUDGE NORTON 
This Court has reviewed the Defendant's Motion Disqualification of Judge filed by 
counsel for Anthony James Robins, Jr., in CR-FE-2015-126, on March 30, 2015. The 
Defendant's motion requests disqualification without cause of Hon. Lynn G. Norton pursuant to 
Idaho Criminal Rule 25(a)(l). 
CR-FE-2015-126 was consolidated with State v. John C. Douglas, CR-FE-2014-10815, 
by an Order to Consolidate entered February 3, 2015. Pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 25(a)(3), 
this court determines both co-defendants have a sufficient interest in common in the action so as 
to require State v. John C. Douglas, CR-FE-2014-10815, to join in any disqualification without 
cause. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Honorable Lynn Norton is disqualified without cause as 
the judge in State v. Anthony James Robins, Jr., CR-FE-2015-126, and State v. John C. Douglas, 
CR-FE-2014-10815. 




ORDER DISQUALIFYING WITHOUT CAUSE JUDGE NORTON 
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• 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on this\~ day of¥L 2015, I mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 




NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT, LLP 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise ID 83701 
Via facsimile (208)345-8274 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19tli Floor 
Philadelphia PA 19103 
Via facsimile (215)981-0977 
Mark Manweiler 
MANWEILER, BREEN, BALL & DA VIS, PLLC 
Via facsimile (208)424-3100 
John J. McMahon 
LAW OFFICE OF JACK MCMAHON 
Via facsimile (215-895-4416 
CHRISTOPHER RICH 
Clerk of the District Court 
ORDER DISQUALIFYING WITHOUT CAUSE JUDGE NORTON 
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• FILED 
Wednesday, April 01. 2015 at 08:55 AM 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, CLERK OF THE COURT 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS JR, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
NOTICE OF REASSIGNMENT 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN That the above-entitled case has been reassigned to the 
Honorable SAMUEL A. HOAGLAND. 
DATED Wednesday, April 01, 2015. 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
Clerk of e District Court 
CERTIFIC~ E OF MAILING \" . 
"::,. '; loiv,,~>P.. °\..,,_ 
I hereby certify that on Wednesday, April 01, 2015, I have delivered';;itelanc\iCl(qcofute 
copy of the foregoing document to the following parties in the method indicated i5e1e>w:uu 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
JOHN J MCMAHON 
Via facsimile (215) 895-4416 
SCOTT MCKAY 
Via facsimile (208) 345-827 4 
BRIAN J. MCMONAGLE 
Via facsimile (215) 981-0977 
MARK MANWEILER 
Via facsimile (208) 424-3100 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
Clerk a e Court 
Deputy 
- \~ 
ARRAIGNMENT IS SET FOR APRIL 2, 2015 AT 9:00 AM BEFORE J~~lg
0
HOAGL~Nf?; 
~<;,7 / - . G(,o·-:. ,-Jee ·.,,) 
r~.1u· .· 
NOTICE OF REASSIGNMENT-Criminal 
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Hoagland - Hardy- N. Juls,-April 2, 2015 Courtroom504 
Time Speaker Note 
09:50:32AM CRFE15.00126 - State v. Anthony Robins -Arraignment 
- Custody - McKay - Shelley Akamatsu 
09:50:43AM Judge Samuel Reviews file 
Hoagland 
09:51:07 AM Defendant Understands English, Reviewed info, true name, spelled 
correctly, understood rights at 9:12 
09:51:29 AM Judge Samuel Goes through charges and penalties 
Hoagland 
10:00:13 AM Defendant Understands charges and penalties 
10:00:22 AM Defense Counsel Pleads not guilty 
10:00:27 AM Judge Samuel Sets trial date for 8/10@ 9 am, PTC on 7/30, status 
Hoagland conference 4/17@ 1:30 pm 
10:01:08 AM 
10:01:10 AM End of Case .............. 
10:01:10 AM 
10:01:10 AM 




2015 at 08:02 AM 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, CLERK OF THE COURT 
BY:S 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS JR, 
Defendant. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING 
AND ORDER GOVERNING 
FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 
The above entitled matter is set for trial before the court and/or jury trial before the court and/or 
jury as follows: 
• PRETRIAL CONFERENCE ...... Thursday, July 30, 2015 at 1:30 PM 
• STATUS ...... Monday, August 10, 2015 at 8:30 AM 
• JURY TRIAL ...... Monday, August 10, 2015 at 9:00 AM 
THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT SHALL BE PRESENT IN COURT FOR 
THE PRETRIAL CONFERENCE. 
1. Any pretrial motion under I.C.R. Rule 12(b) must be filed within 28 days of this date and 
will be heard within 14 days thereafter unless otherwise ordered. 
2. Each party will provide the other party with all materials subject to discovery under 
I.C.R. Rule 16, at least 28 days before trial. 
3. Pretrial motions including motions in limine must be filed and with the court in sufficient 
time to allow them to be set for a hearing, to be scheduled at least 21 days before trial. 
The hearing shall be set pursuant to the requirements of local rules for the Fourth Judicial 
District. 
4. Requested jury instructions must be lodged with the clerk at least 5 days prior to trial. 
5. If this case is set for jury trial, voir dire of prospective jurors by counsel will be limited to 
a total of one hour per side unless otherwise ordered by the court. 
NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING Page 1 of4 
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- • 
6. Unless otherwise specified, no trial proceedings will take place on Thursday, due to 
criminal arraignments. 
7. Copies of all electronically taken statements whether preserved by tape, video tape, or 
upon DVD, CD, or by other means, shall be provided by the State to the Defense no less 
than thirty (30) days before trial. If not so provided, the State will be deemed to have 
waived any right to use such evidence at trial. The Defense shall review such evidence, 
and if it seeks any redactions, or objects to the use of such evidence shall make a request 
for the redactions to the State in writing no less than fifteen (15) days before trial or shall 
file a written objection to the use of such evidence and the basis for such objection 
including citation to legal authority and case law and call the clerk to set the matter for 
hearing no later than 12 days before trial. Failure to make such a request will be deemed 
a waiver of any objection to the State's evidence, except for foundational objections. 
If the parties are unable to reach agreement as to redactions, they shall each have at the 
time of the pretrial conference: (1) a copy of the original full statement; and (2) a copy of 
their proposed redacted copy. The parties shall be prepared to argue as to the 
admissibility at the pretrial if a prior motion has not been filed. Failure to provide the 
required material will be deemed a waiver by the party failing to meet the deadlines 
established herein-to either use the evidence at trial or object to the use of the evidence 
at the trial, as the case may be except as to foundational matters. 
8. Due to the disruption caused to the court's calendar and the inconvenience and cost 
incurred by the State and individual jurors when last minute pleas are entered on the day 
of trial, counsel are advised that the time set for the pretrial conference is the last date on 
which the Court will accept any plea to lesser offense or dismiss a pending charge 
pursuant to any plea agreement. 
Any plea after the pretrial date must be a "straight up" guilty plea to all charged 
offenses or the matter will proceed to trial unless dismissed by the State. 
Dated this /q ~ day of April, 2015. 
NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING Page 2 of4 
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Notice is hereby given, pursuant to I.C.R. 25(a)(6), that an alternate judge may be assigned to 
preside over the trial of this case. The following is a list of potential alternate judges: 
Hon. G.D. Carey 
Hon. Dennis Goff 
Hon. Renae Hoff 
Hon. Daniel C. Hurlbutt, Jr. 
Hon. James Judd 
Hon. D. Duff McKee 
Hon. James Morfitt 
Justice Gerald Schroeder 
Hon. Kathryn Sticklen 
Hon. Linda Trout (mediations only, limited) 
Hon. Darla Williamson 
Hon. Ronald Wilper 
Hon. William Woodland 
All Sitting Fourth District Judges 
Unless a party has previously exercised their right to disqualification without cause under I.C.R. 
25(a)(6), each party shall have the right to file one(l) motion for disqualification without cause as 
to any alternate judge not later than ten(lO) days after service of this notice. 
Counsel are advised that in the event of an acquittal, the defendant, if in custody, will be released 
unless other charges are pending or if on bond, the bond will be exonerated. In the event of 
conviction for any felony or for a misdemeanor involving physical violence, assault, or domestic 
violence or assault, the defendant will be taken into custody at the conclusion of the trial pending 
final sentencing. 
NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING Page 3 of4 
000128
• • 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on this (gf)> day of April, 2015, I Mailed (served) a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
SCOTT MCKAY 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, MCKAY & BARTLETT, LLP 
POBOX2772 
BOISE, ID 83701 
BRIAN J. MCMONAGLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
1845 WALNUT STREET, 19TH FLOOR 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 
NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING Page 4 of4 
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- • Hoagland - Hardy- N. Julson -April 17, 2015 Courtroom503 
Time Speaker Note 
01:24:20 PM · CRFE15.00126 - State v. Anthony Robins - Status -
Custody - Scott McKay - Shelley Akamatsu - Bandy 
01:24:39 PM CRFE14.10815 - State v. John Douglas -Status -
Custody - Manweiler - Shelley Akamatsu - Bandy 
01:24:43 PM Judge Samuel Reviews file 
Hoagland 
01:26:17 PM Defense Counsel · Gave other counsel info, right now Douglas isn't willing to 
waive speedy trial waiver 
01:27:08 PM Judge Samuel Discusses trial setting, and jury 
Hoagland 
01:27:38 PM Defense Counsel May ask to court to revisit this issue 
01:28:09 PM Judge Samuel Need to know what we're doing, keep things moving 
Hoagland 
01:28:43 PM State's Attorney Can we come back in a week to have a final answer? 
01:29:09 PM Judge Samuel Final answer is we're going an Aug 10 date until we are 
Hoagland further into it right now 












NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
e NO. FIL~M g,_w = 
A.M.----· 
APR 2 4 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. R!CH, Cl0f1( 
By MEG KEENAM 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME IN WHICH 
TO FILE PRETRIAL MOTIONS 
UNDER ICR 12(b) 
Defendant Anthony Robins, through his attorneys, asks this Court to extend the time in 
which to file I.C.R. 12(b) motions until twenty-one (21) days after complete discovery is served 
upon counsel for Mr. Robins, or June 15, 2015, whichever date is earlier. Good cause exists to 
extend the time for filing such motions as complete discovery has not been provided to counsel 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME IN WHICH TO FILE PRETRIAL 
MOTIONS UNDERICR 12(b)-Page 1 
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for Mr. Robins and counsel is still analyzing what I.C.R. 12(b) motions, if any, he may file. 
Further, handling counsel is located out of state and requires additional time to consult with Mr. 
Robins about possible 12(b) motions. Counsel will be traveling to Boise shortly to meet and 
discuss this with Mr. Robins but will not have sufficient time to meet with Mr. Robins, research, 
prepare and file such motions prior to the date presently set for filing such motions in the Court's 
Notice of Trial Setting and Order Governing Further Proceedings. Extending the date to file 
12(b) motions to June 15, 2015, at the latest, is appropriate given the foregoing as well as the 
severity and complexity of the pending charges in this case and the current case calendar. 
Extending this date is also necessary for counsel to provide Mr. Robins with effective assistance 
of counsel as required by the Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution. A declaration 
of counsel and proposed Order is submitted herewith. 
r-
DATED This 'Jl.f day of April, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
~~---
ScottMcKay 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME IN WHICH TO FILE PRETRIAL 
MOTIONS UNDER ICR 12(b) - Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I"'\ 
I CERTIFY that on April 'J'f, 2015, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing 






Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock 
P.O. Box 937 
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon 
139 N. Croskey Street 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 
fax 215-985-4416 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME IN WHICH TO FILE PRETRIAL 
MOTIONS UNDER ICR 12(b) - Page 3 
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Scott McKay 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 191h Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
- NO. ____ "i=ii'E'n-:~""""7"--FrLED I l.' c:::r,, A.M. _____ P.M 'T., c.A../ 
APR 2 4 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RJCH, Clerk 
By MEG KEENAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DECLARATION OF BRIAN J. 
McMONAGLE IN SUPPORT OF 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME IN WHICH 
TO FILE PRETRIAL MOTIONS 
UNDER ICR 12(b) 
I. I am the handling attomey for Defendant Anthony James Robins and appear pro hac 
vice in this case. I make the statements contained in this declaration based on my own personal 
observations. 
DECLARATION OF BRIAN J. McMONAGLE - Page I 
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-
2. Although I have received some discovery to date, it is my understanding that 
additional discovery will be produced by the State in this case. 
3. I require additional time to analyze what I.C.R. 12(b) motions, if any, I may file on 
behalf of Mr. Robbins and to discuss the same with Mr. Robins. My office is located in 
Philadelphia and I anticipate traveling to Boise shortly to meet and discuss this with Mr. Robins 
but will not have sufficient time to meet with him, research, prepare and file 12(b) motions prior 
to the date presently set for filing such motions in the Court's Notice of Trial Setting and Order 
Governing Further Proceedings. 
4. In my judgment, extending the date to file 12(b) motions is necessary for me to 
provide Mr. Robins with effective assistance of counsel as required by the Sixth Amendment to 
the United States Constitution. It also is appropriate given the severity and complexity of the 
charges pending against him. 
This ends my declaration. I declare under penalty of perjury, pursuant to the law of the 
State ofldaho, that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information 
and belief. 
.,iii 
DATED This 1 day of~/ 
~ /:--- ~----
Brian ~onagle 
DECLARATION OF BRIAN J. McMONAGLE - Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ,,_ 
I CERTIFY that on April J't, 2015, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing 






Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street 
Boise, ID 83702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock 
P.O. Box 937 
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon 
139 N. Croskey Street 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 
fax 215-985-4416 
DECLARATION OF BRIAN J. McMONAGLE - Page 3 
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RECEIVED 
APR 2 4 2015 




lI '• > ~ P.M----A.M . ...--:=-------
' Y O 1 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE HARDY 
• I 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT'S 
MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF 
TIME IN WHICH TO FILE 
PRETRIAL MOTIONS UNDER ICR 
12(b) 
Defendant Anthony Robins, having moved the Court for its order extending the time in 
which to file I.C.R. 12(b) motions, and the Court having determined that good cause to grant the 
motion exists, IT IS ORDERED that the time to file I.C.R. 12(b) motions is hereby extended 
until twenty-one (21) days after complete discovery is served upon Mr. Robins, or June 15, 2015, 
whichever date is earlier. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
7 -r--
D ATE D this~ 1 day of April, 2015. 
1 • ORDER GRANTING DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 




i~O. · >s? 
FILED '3/ 
A.lvl _____ P.M~---
CHRISTO;~'~:;::'··, L> ,-.<;:-J, ;.:_:18rfi. 
By R.:l._c /\:·~:'.I :\:S::.JN 
ocrurY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 






) Case No. CRFE-2015-0000126 
) 
) NOTICE OF PREPARATION 
) OF PRELIMINARY HEARING 
) TRANSCRIPT _______________ ) 
An Order for transcript was filed in the above-entitled matter on April 28, 2015, and a copy of said 
Order was received by the Transcription Department on May 4, 2015. I certify the estimated cost of 
preparation of the transcript to be: 
Type of Hearing: Preliminary Hearing 
Date of Hearing: March 23, 2015 Judge: John Hawley, Jr. 
374 Pages x $3.25 = $1,215.50 
In this case, the Ada County Public Defender's Office has agreed to pay for the cost of the transcript 
fee upon completion of the transcript. 
The Transcription Department will prepare the transcript and file it with the Clerk of the District 
Court within thirty (30) days (or expedited days) from the date of this notice. The transcriber may 
make application to the District Judge for an extension of time in which to prepare the transcript. 
Date: May 4, 2015 
Rae Ann Nixon 
Transcript Coordinator 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I certify that on May 4, 2015, a true and correct copy of the Notice of Preparation of Transcript was 
forwarded to Defendant's attorney of record, by first class mail, at: 
Ada Co. Public Defender 
200 W. Front St. Ste. 1107 
Boise ID 83 702 
RANDALL S. BARNUM - CC 
Rae Ann Nixon 
Transcript Coordinator 
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Scott McKay 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
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CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' MOTION 
FOR ORDER TO SHOW CAUSE AND 
FOR OTHER APPROPRIATE 
RELIEF TO ADDRESS STATE'S 
INVASION OF ATTORNEY CLIENT 
PRIVILEGE 
Defendant Anthony Robins, through his attorneys, respectfully moves this Court for an 
Order requiring the state to show cause why this Court should not address and impose 
appropriate relief in favor of Mr. Robins as a result of the State's seizure and review of attorney-
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client privileged communications prepared by Mr. Robins for Counsel. Mr. Robins requests the 
Court remedy the state's invasion of the attorney client privilege by dismissing the pending 
charges against Mr. Robins. Alternatively, Mr. Robins requests the Court order the following: 
(1) that the Ada County Prosecutor's Office be recused from the prosecution of this case and that 
a special prosecutor be appointed that has not reviewed the seized, privileged materials; (2) that 
the privileged materials be returned to counsel for Mr. Robins and no copies retained by the state; 
(3) that the state be forbidden from making any evidentiary use of its review of the privileged 
materials and that the state be required to demonstrate in advance of trial that any evidence it 
intends to offer against Mr. Robins originated independent of its seizure and review of the 
privileged materials; and (4) that the state be prohibited from seizing and reviewing other 
materials in this case protected by the attorney client privilege or work product doctrine or 
otherwise invading the attorney client privilege. 
This motion is based on the Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment to the United States 
Constitution and Article I, Section 13 of the Idaho Constitution. It is supported by a 
memorandum of law and a declaration of counsel contemporaneously filed. An evidentiary 
hearing on this matter is requested. 
sl--
DATED This JI day of May, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
~~-~ --
Scott McKay 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this~/ day of May, 2015, I caused a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney ---Y- Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street Faxed --
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock Hand Delivered --
P.O. Box 937 K Faxed --
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
139 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 --Y- Faxed -
fax 215-985-4416 
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Brian J. McMonagle 
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(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
- l\lO.(~r· =-;:F"""ILE!il;,----AM._-t-~---iP·M ----
MAY 2 1 2015 
CHRISTOPHeR D. RICH, Clerk 
Sy KA'l'FIINA CHPI/Sfl:N$EN 
DEPUrv 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 













CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION FOR ORDER TO SHOW 
CAUSE AND FOR OTHER 
APPROPRIATE RELIEF TO 
ADDRESS STATE'S INVASION OF 
ATTORNEY CLIENT PRIVILEGE 
The attorney client privilege is a fundamental tenant of our criminal justice system. 
Adherence to this privilege is necessary to the constitutional requirement of effective assistance 
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of counsel. Notwithstanding, on May 14, 2015, officials with the Ada County Jail searched the 
jail cell of Mr. Robins and seized obviously privileged notes that Mr. Robins had prepared for his 
defense counsel. These notes were promptly provided to and reviewed by the handling deputy 
prosecuting attorney. The notes were also booke~ into evidence by law enforcement which 
apparently intends to make evidentiary use of the privileged notes in the prosecution of Mr. 
Robins. 
The seizure and review of the attorney client privileged notes of Mr. Robins by state 
officials prosecuting him violate Mr. Robins' right to counsel and due process of law guaranteed 
by the U.S. and Idaho Constitutions. The invasion of the attorney client privilege also chill and 
impair future communications between Mr. Robins and his counsel that would otherwise be 
privileged. 
Accordingly, this Court should hold an evidentiary hearing and require the state to show 
cause why this Court should not address and impose appropriate relief in favor of Mr. Robins as 
a result of the State's improper seizure and review of attorney-client privileged communications 
prepared by Mr. Robins for defense counsel. It is anticipated that the state will not be able to 
show cause why relief should not be granted to Mr. Robins and as a result, the pending charges 
against Mr. Robins should be dismissed. Alternatively, the Court following this hearing should 
order the following: (I) that the Ada County Prosecutor's Office be recused from the prosecution 
of this case and that a special prosecutor be appointed that has not reviewed the seized, privileged 
materials; (2) that the privileged materials be returned to counsel for Mr. Robins and no copies 
retained by the state; (3) that the state be forbidden from making any evidentiary use of its review 
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of the privileged materials and that the state be required to demonstrate in advance of trial that 
any evidence it intends to offer against Mr. Robins originated independent of its seizure and 
review of the privileged materials; and ( 4) that the state be prohibited from seizing and reviewing 
other materials in this case protected by the attorney client privilege or work product doctrine or 
otherwise invading the attorney client privilege. 
II. FACTUAL SUMMARY 
Defendant Anthony Robins is charged by Information with two counts of aiding and 
abetting first degree murder and a single count of aiding and abetting attempted murder. See 
Information filed March 25, 2015. Mr. Robins is charged with aiding and abetting John Douglas 
in each of these three counts. Id Mr. Robins' and Mr. Douglas' cases were consolidated on 
February 3, 2015 pursuant to a motion to consolidate and an order entered that same day. See 
Motion to Consolidate and Order to Consolidate filed February 3, 2015. 
Mr. Robins is represented by attorney Brian McMonagle who is based in Philadelphia 
where he practices with his law firm. Mr. McMonagle has been admitted in this case pro hac 
vice. Because of Mr. McMonagle's location on the East Coast, it is impractical for him to handle 
certain tasks and accordingly, he utilizes the assistance of the undersigned local counsel in 
performing certain case related tasks. Declaration of Scott McKay, para. 2. 
To that end, Mr. McMonagle recently sent to the undersigned local counsel redacted 
discovery from the case consisting of in excess of 6,000 pages of materials which filled 
approximately one and one-half banker boxes for delivery to the client at the Ada County Jail. 
Id at para. 3. On Monday, May 11, 2015, local counsel delivered to the jail these discovery 
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materials with properly affixed descriptive labels to facilitate Mr. Robins' review of discovery. 
Id. Because of the volume of the materials,jail personnel with the Ada County Sheriffs Office 
did not permit the storage of the materials in Mr. Robins' cell but required they be stored in the 
jail library where the materials were to be made available for Mr. Robins' review. Id. 
On that same day, Monday, May 11, 2015, local counsel met with Mr. Robins at the Ada 
County Jail and informed him of the delivery of the discovery materials in his case. Id. at para. 4. 
Mr. Robins was further advised by local counsel that Mr. McMonagle was planning to travel to 
Boise in the near future in order to meet with him and to discuss with him the discovery from his 
case. Id. The undersigned advised Mr. Robins that because of the volume of the discovery, he 
should make notes in connection with his review of the discovery and that he should identify 
matters to discuss with Mr. McMonagle when he visits. Id. Mr. Robins indicated to the 
undersigned he had paper for making such notes and that he would do so. Id. 
On Tuesday, May 12, 2015, Mr. Robins was permitted by jail personnel to review his 
discovery in the jail library. Id. at para. 5. The undersigned has been informed by Mr. Robins 
that he prepared notes in connection with his review of discovery and in anticipation of meeting 
with Mr. McMonagle but that his cell had been searched by jail personnel on Thursday, May 14, 
2015, and that his notes were seized. Id. 
[ndeed, on the night of May 14, 2015, Mr. McMonagle received an email from the 
handling Deputy Ada County Prosecutor informing him that Mr. Robins' cell had been "tossed" 
(searched) and forwarding him Mr. Robins' notes seized during this search. Id. at paras. 6-7; 
Exhibit "A" to paragraph 6. The email from the Deputy Prosecuting Attorney sent to Mr. 
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McMonagle at 6:50 pm (EDT) on May 14, 2015 provides as follows: "Mr. Robins' cell was 
tossed today. This was found in his property bin. It was booked into evidence." Id The email 
from the Deputy Prosecuting Attorney appends a file in PDF format titled: "Robins, Anthony 
notes.pdf." Id 
The PDF file reflecting Mr. Robins "notes" consist of 6 pages of handwritten notes and 
reflects matters that Mr. Robins advised undersigned counsel he had prepared in anticipation of 
meeting with defense counsel. Id at paras. 6-8. A review of these notes confirm that much of 
the content is obviously intended for defense counsel. For example, one page of the notes has a 
series of questions that include: 
How long do you think something like this will last due to the lack of info est? 
How does the preliminary hearing work 
Is there anyway to speed up the process 
Have you got people off from more tougher evidence/situations 
Even though we are Co defendant r we going to trial together .... 
Id at para. 8. 1 
Mr. Robins was next permitted by jail personnel to review his discovery on Sunday, May 
17, 2015 and although he had made some notes in connection with this review, he is hesitant to 
do so for fear these otherwise privileged notes will be seized like his previous notes. Id at para. 
5. 
1Other aspects of the PDF of Mr. Robins' notes contain sensitive, privileged observations 
and factual matters that are not detailed herein but will be provided to the Court at a hearing in 
this matter for filing under seal and for purposes of addressing an appropriate remedy. Further, 
the above limited disclosures concerning communications with Mr. Robins and defense counsel 
are for purposes of this motion only and are not intended as any greater waiver of the attorney 
client privilege or work product doctrine beyond what is stated in these pleadings. 
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A. The Attorney Client Privilege is Necessary to Effective Assistant of Counsel and 
May Not be Invaded by the State 
The attorney-client and work product privileges are inviolate and fundamental in 
American jurisprudence. The attorney-client privilege is the oldest of the privileges for 
confidential communications known to the common law. 8 J. Wigmore, Evidence§ 2290 
(McNaughton rev. 1961). In the words of the United States Supreme Court: 
[i]ts purpose is to encourage full and frank communication between attorneys and 
their clients and thereby promote broader public interests in the observance of law 
and administration of justice. The privilege recognizes that sound legal advice or 
advocacy serves public ends and that such advice or advocacy depends upon the 
lawyer's being fully informed by the client. 
Upjohn v. United States, 449 U.S. 383,389 (1981). 
Effective assistance of counsel is recognized by the Idaho Supreme Court as a 
"fundamental" right and not a luxury. In Stuart v. State, 118 Idaho 932, 934-35, 801 P.2d 1283, 
1285-86 (1990), the Court considered this right and the propriety of the state invading the 
attorney client privilege in the context of a post conviction action alleging the petitioner's 
conversations with his attorney had been monitored and recorded while the petitioner was in the 
county jail. The Court began its analysis noting the fundamental constitutional right to effective 
assistance of counsel: 
We begin our analysis by recognizing that an accused has the 
constitutional right to assistance of counsel. Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, 
83 S.Ct. 792, 9 L.Ed.2d 799 (1963); Johnson v. Zerbst, 304 U.S. 458, 58 S.Ct. 
1019, 82 L.Ed. 1461 (1938); U.S. Const. amend. VI. This right is fundamental and 
is not a luxury. United States v. Cronic, 466 U.S. 648, 104 S.Ct. 2039, 80 L.Ed.2d 
657 (1984). So fundamental is this right that it has been recognized as the right to 
effective assistance of counsel. McMann v. Richardson, 397 U.S. 759, 90 S.Ct. 
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disregarded by the states. Reece v. Georgia, 350 U.S. 85, 76 S.Ct. 167, 100 L.Ed. 
77 (1955). 
Id at 934-35, 801 P.2d at 1285-86 
The Idaho Supreme Court then noted that it is improper for the state to invade the 
attorney client privilege and that doing so may deny the constitutional right to effective assistance 
of counsel: 
We hold that the monitoring and recording of attorney-client conversations may 
deny a defendant the constitutional right of effective assistance of counsel, 
Weatherford v. Bursey, 429 U.S. 545, 97 S.Ct. 837, 51 L.Ed.2d 30 (1977); State v. 
Cory, 62 Wash.2d 371,382 P.2d 1019 (1963); the constitutional right to due 
process, Coplon v. United States, 191 F.2d 749 (D.D.C.1951), cert. denied, 342 
U.S. 926, 72 S.Ct. 363, 96 L.Ed. 690 (1952). See also, Berger v. New York, 388 
U.S. 41, 87 S.Ct. 1873, 18 L.Ed.2d 1040 (1967). Attorney-client conversations 
are constitutionally protected and cannot be invaded by the State. In re Bull, 
123 F.Supp. 389 (D.Nev.1954); State v. Cory, 62 Wash.2d 371,382 P.2d 1019 
(1963). A defendant and his attorney must be afforded the opportunity to discuss 
freely and confidentially. 
Id. ( emphasis added). 
Thus, the Sixth Amendment applies to protect lawyer-client communications under the 
attorney-client privilege. See, also United States v. Melvin, 650 F.2d 641,645 (11th Cir. 1981). 
The attorney-client privilege covers communications between attorneys and clients, that is, 
communications from an attorney to a client, and from a client to an attorney. The Supreme 
Court has explained that, "the privilege exists to protect not only the giving of professional 
advice to those who can act on it but also the giving of information to the lawyer to enable him to 
give sound and informed advice." Upjohn Co. v. United States, 449 U.S. at 390. 
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The essence of the Sixth Amendment right to effective assistance of counsel is, indeed, 
privacy of communication with counsel." United States v. Brugman, 655 F .2d 540, 546 ( 4th Cir. 
1981 ). For counsel to be effective, counsel must be just that - counsel to the defendant. "It is 
well established that an accused does not enjoy the effective aid of counsel if he is denied the 
right of private consultation with him." Coplon v. United States, 191 F.2d 749, 757 (D.C. Cir. 
1951); see also United States v. Levy, 577 F.2d 200 (3d Cir. 1978) ("Free two-way 
communication between client and attorney is essential if the professional assistance guaranteed 
by the sixth amendment is to be meaningful. The purpose of the attorney-client privilege is 
inextricably linked to the very integrity and accuracy of the fact finding process itself. Even 
guilty individuals are entitled to be advised of strategies for their defense."). "As a practical 
matter, if the client knows that damaging information could more readily be obtained from the 
attorney following disclosure than from himself in the absence of disclosure, the client would be 
reluctant to confide in his lawyer and it would be difficult to obtain fully informed legal advice." 
Fisher v. United States, 425 U.S. 391,403 (1976). 
"A criminal defendant's ability to communicate candidly and confidentially with his 
lawyer is essential to his defense. In American criminal law, the right to privately confer with 
counsel is nearly sacrosanct." Nordstrom v. Ryan, 762 F.3d 903, 910 (9th Cir. 2014). In 
Nordstrom, a prisoner on death row brought a civil rights lawsuit for injunctive relief after a 
prison guard read a letter the prisoner intended for his lawyer. The Ninth Circuit held that the 
allegations, if true, would violate the Sixth Amendment and noted the remedy available to this 
prisoner would be much different had this been an issue in the pretrial context: 
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Were Nordstrom challenging a conviction following an improper intrusion 
into the attorney-client relationship, we would examine whether the violation 
caused prejudice requiring the reversal of the conviction. See Weatherford v. 
Bursey, 429 U.S. 545,558, 97 S.Ct. 837, 51 L.Ed.2d 30 (1977); Irwin, 612 F.2d at 
1185-89. Nordstrom's case, however, is a civil rights lawsuit aimed at enjoining 
the continuation of an unconstitutional practice. The harm Nordstrom alleges is 
not that tainted evidence was used against him but that his right to privately confer 
with counsel has been chilled. This is a plausible consequence of the intentional 
reading of his confidential legal mail. Cf Weatherford, 429 U.S. at 554 n. 4, 97 
S.Ct. 837 ("One threat to the effective assistance of counsel posed by government 
interception of attorney-client communications lies in the inhibition of free 
exchanges between defendant and counsel because of the fear of being 
overheard."). 
Id., 762 F.3d at 910 (emphasis added). 
B. The State Has Improperly Invaded the Attorney Client Privilege and Mr. Robins' 
Sixth Amendment Right to Effective Assistant of Counsel by Seizing and 
Reviewing His Privileged Notes 
There can be no doubt that the notes prepared by Mr. Robins were privileged. As set 
forth in the accompanying declaration of counsel, these notes were prepared by Mr. Robins in 
connection with his review of discovery and in anticipation of meeting with defense counsel. A 
review of the notes themselves which can be provided to the Court under appropriate safeguards 
reveal the privileged nature of the communications and the matters that Mr. Robins wished to 
discuss with defense counsel. That the state would seize such notes shortly after Mr. Robins was 
permitted access to his discovery and then provide the notes to the handling prosecutor for her 
review is extraordinary. The state has now availed itself of information reflected in Mr. Robins' 
privileged notes to which it would otherwise not be entitled nor privy. 
As a result of the seizure and review of these privileged notes, Mr. Robins is prejudiced 
by the state's possession of information concerning his case to which it would otherwise not be 
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entitled. This impairs his right to due process and his ability to receive a fair trial. It also impairs 
Mr. Robins' rights under the Sixth Amendment to effective assistance of counsel and more 
immediately impairs and chills his ongoing communications with defense counsel. 
The actions of the state in this matter compel appropriate redress. In Nordstrom, for 
example, the Ninth Circuit noted that the invasion of the attorney client privilege in a death 
penalty case would require an examination of the prejudice to determine whether a reversal of the 
conviction should occur. Similarly, the Idaho Supreme Court in Stuart considered in a post 
conviction context a petition brought by a death row inmate alleged an invasion of the attorney 
client privilege at the Clearwater County Jail and ordered the following relief: 
We remand this case back to the trial court with instructions to hold an 
evidentiary hearing. We instruct the trial court to determine: (1) whether there was 
recording of attorney-client conversations on the part of the Sheriffs Department; 
and, (2) whether the appellant's constitutional rights were violated. If such 
attorney-client conversations are found to have been recorded, the State will be 
required to show that the evidence at trial had an origin independent of the 
eavesdropping. Any knowledge wrongfully gained by the government cannot be 
used against a defendant. Nardone v. United States, 308 U.S. 338, 60 S.Ct. 266, 
84 L.Ed. 307 (1939). 
Stuart v. State, 118 Idaho at 935, 801 P.2d at 1286. 
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That Mr. Robins is charged with serious crimes is of no moment.2 A serious 
constitutional violation has occurred here which prejudices Mr. Robins. He is entitled to 
appropriate redress and the Court should hold an evidentiary hearing to address the state's actions 
in this regard. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, this Court should hold an evidentiary hearing and require the 
state to show cause why appropriate relief in favor of Mr. Robins as a result of the State's 
improper seizure and review of attorney-client privileged communications prepared by Mr. 
Robins for defense counsel should not be entered. The Court should thereafter order that the 
pending charges against Mr. Robins be dismissed. Alternatively, the Court should order: (1) that 
the Ada County Prosecutor's Office be recused from the prosecution of this case and that a 
special prosecutor be appointed that has not reviewed the seized, privileged materials; (2) that the 
privileged materials be returned to counsel for Mr. Robins and no copies retained by the state; 
(3) that the state be forbidden from making any evidentiary use of its review of the privileged 
materials and that the state be required to demonstrate in advance of trial that any evidence it 
intends to offer against Mr. Robins originated independent of its seizure and review of the 
2 It must also be noted that Mr. Robins is charged and not convicted of such crimes. A 
greater degree of scrutiny is necessary when considering the rights of pretrial detainees: "the 
presumptively innocent status of these individuals requires even closer scrutiny of limitations on 
their fundamental rights and liberties than is warranted when the same restrictions are placed on 
convicted inmates." Taylor v. Sterrett, 532 F.2d 462,470, n.11 (5th Cir. 1976). The right to 
effective assistance of counsel and the right to privileged communications with counsel are two 
rights of prisoners that are protected under the Sixth Amendment. "[C]ontact with an attorney 
and the opportunity to communicate privately is a vital ingredient to the effective assistance of 
counsel and access to the courts." Bach v. Illinois, 504 F.2d 100, 1102 (7th Cir. 1974). 
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privileged materials; and (4) that the state be prohibited from seizing and reviewing other 
materials in this case protected by the attorney client privilege or work product doctrine or 
otherwise invading the attorney client privilege. 
sf-
DATED This ';JI day of May, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
Scott McKay 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonaglc 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DECLARATION OF SCOTT McKAY 
IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT 
ROBINS' MOTION FOR ORDER TO 
SHOW CAUSE AND FOR OTHER 
APPROPRIATE RELIEF 
1. I am local counsel for Defendant Anthony James Robins. I make the statements 
contained in this declaration based on my own personal observations. 
2. In my capacity as local counsel for Mr. Robins, I am assisting lead counsel, attorney 
Brian McMonagle, on an as-needed basis. Mr. McMonagle is a partner in the above named law 
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firm located in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania. He has been admitted in this case pro hac vice. 
Because of Mr. McMonagle's location on the East Coast, it is impractical for him to handle 
certain tasks and accordingly, he requests my assistance in performing certain case related tasks. 
3. Among the tasks that Mr. McMonagle has asked that I perform are the delivery of 
discovery to our client, Anthony Robins. To that end, Mr. McMonagle recently sent to my office 
redacted discovery from the case consisting of in excess of 6,000 pages of materials which filled 
approximately one and one-half banker boxes. On Monday, May 11, 2015, I delivered these 
materials with properly affixed descriptive labels to the Ada County Jail to facilitate Mr. Robins' 
review of the discovery materials. Because of the volume of the materials, I was informed by jail 
personnel with the Ada County Sheriff's Office that the entirety of the materials could not be 
stored in Mr. Robins' cell but that they could be securely stored in the jail library and made 
available for Mr. Robins' review. 
4. On that same day, Monday, May 11, 2015, I met with Mr. Robins at the Ada County 
Jail and informed him of my delivery of the discovery materials in his case. I further advised him 
that Mr. McMonagle was planning to travel to Boise in the near future in order to meet with him 
and that he will want to discuss with him the discovery from his case. I advised Mr. Robins that 
because of the volume of the discovery, he should make notes in connection with his review of 
the discovery and that he should identify matters to discuss with Mr. McMonagle when he visits. 
I inquired of Mr. Robins whether he had paper for making such notes and he assured me he did. 
5. On Friday, May 15, 2015, I was informed by Mr. Robins' sister that Mr. Robins 
needed to see me and accordingly, I arranged to visit him at the Ada County Jail on the afternoon 
of Monday, May 18, 2015. During my visit with Mr. Robins that day, he informed me that he 
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had been permitted to review discovery in the jail library on Tuesday, May 12, 2015. He further 
informed me that he had prepared notes in connection with his review of discovery and in 
preparation for his meeting with Mr. McMonagle but that his cell had been searched by jail 
personnel on Thursday, May 14, 2015 and that his notes were seized. He advised that he was 
next permitted to review his discovery on Sunday, May 17, 2015 and although he had made some 
notes in connection with this review, he was hesitant to do so for fear these notes would also be 
seized. 
6. After my meeting with Mr. Robins on Monday, May 18, 2015, I contacted Mr. 
McMonagle and learned he had received an email on the evening of May 14, 2015 from the 
handling Deputy Ada County Prosecutor informing him that Mr. Robins' cell had been searched 
and forwarding him some papers seized during this search. Following our call, Mr. McMonagle 
in turn forwarded this email to me which is attached hereto as Exhibit "A." 
7. The email from the Deputy Prosecuting Attorney sent to Mr. McMonagle at 6:50 pm 
(EDT) on May 14, 2015 provides as follows: "Mr. Robins' cell was tossed today. This was 
found in his property bin. It was booked into evidence." The email from the Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorney appends a file in PDF format titled: "Robins, Anthony notes.pdf." 
8. I have reviewed the foregoing PDF file. This file consists of 6 pages of handwritten 
notes and it reflects matters that Mr. Robins advised me he had prepared for counsel. Even if 
Mr. Robins had not informed me of this, much of the content of these materials is obvious on its 
face intended for counsel. For example, one page of the notes has a series of questions that 
include: 
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How long do you think something like this will last due to the lack of info est? 
How does the preliminary hearing work 
Is there anyway to speed up the process 
Have you got people off from more tougher evidence/situations 
Even though we are Co defendant r we going to trial together .... 
Other aspects of the PDF contain sensitive, privileged observations and factual matters 
that I will not detail herein but will provide to the Court at a hearing in this matter for filing 
under seal and for purposes of addressing an appropriate remedy. 
9. I am providing the above limited disclosures concerning communications with Mr. 
Robins and Mr. McMonagle only for purposes of this motion and do not intend any greater 
waiver of the attorney client privilege or work product doctrine beyond what is stated herein. 
This ends my declaration. I declare under penalty of perjury, pursuant to the law of the 
State of Idaho, that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information 
and belief. 
s+" 
DATED This d I day of May, 2015. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE ~,.., 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this >I day of May, 2015, I caused a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney )(' Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street Faxed 
Boise, ID 83702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 K Faxed 
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed 
13 9 N. Croskey Street -- Hand Delivered 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 -t"' Faxed 
fax 215-985-4416 








Brian McMonagle [bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com] 
Monday, May 18, 2015 3:31 PM 
Scott McKay 
FW: 
Robins, Anthony notes.pdf 
Brian J. McMonagle, Esquire 
MCMONAGLE, PERRI, MCHUGH & MISCHAK, P.C. 
1845 Walnut Street, Floor 19 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Phone: (215) 981-0999 
Fax: (215) 981-0977 
ATTORNEY CLIENT/WORK PRODUCT: 
The information contained in this e-mail message including attachments is confidential and privileged and protected by the attorney/client or other privilege. It is only 
intended for the use of the intended recipient or entity identified of this communication, if you believe that you have received this e-mail in error, or you are not the 
intended recipient please notify sender immediately at {215) 981-0999 and delete the message and/or attachments immediately. 
From: Shelley Akamatsu [mailto:sakamatsu@adaweb.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 14, 2015 6:50 PM 
To: Brian McMonagle 
Subject: 
Mr. Robins' cell was tossed today. This was found in his property bin. It was booked into 
evidence. 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street 









NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
JUN j 2 2C15 
CHAISTOPHEH 0. RICH Clerk 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE ST A TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
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vs. 












CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CR-FE-2014-10815) 
MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM 
PREJUDICIAL JOINDER 
Pursuant to Idaho Rules of Criminal Procedure 14 and the Sixth Amendment to the 
Unites States Constitution, the Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr., through his attorneys, 
moves the Court for its Order severing Mr. Robins' case from the prosecution of his co-
defendant, John Douglass' case. 
This Motion is made because Mr. Robins will suffer unfair prejudice if he is tried 
jointly with co-defendant. John Douglass. This motion is supported by the memorandum of 
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counsel contemporaneously filed. Additionally, this motion will be supported by the 
submission to the Court for in camera inspection as provided in Rule 14 a document/letter 
which underlies the present motion. Mr. Robins requests a hearing on this motion. 
ft.-
DATED this Id' dayofJune,2015. 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
~ri=n~ 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
Scott McKay 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
r---
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this /':J day of June, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method 
indicated below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street ~ Faxed 
Boise, ID 83702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 ---Y- Faxed -
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
13 9 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered --
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 __K_ Faxed 
fax 215-985-4416 
Scott McKay 
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Scott McKay 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
NO._~FliJ:ii"°LE9 ~Jk_3_D_ 
A.M.·----.r..M t 
JUN 1 2 2015 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 













CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CR-FE-2014-10815) 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM 
PREJUDICIAL JOINDER 
The instant Motion involves the admissibility of a letter that was allegedly written by 
co-defendant, John Douglass, to Defendant Anthony Robins after their arrest. 1 The 
introduction of such evidence in a joint trial of Mr. Douglas and Mr. Robins would violate Mr. 
Robins' constitutional right to cross-examine witnesses and would unfairly prejudice him. For 
1 Mr. Robins requests the Court's review and consideration of this letter in camera as provided 
in I.C.R. 14. 
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/ this reason, Mr. Robins ~peetfully requests that the Court orde~everanee of his trial from 
Mr. Douglass' in order to protect his constitutional rights as guaranteed by the Sixth 
Amendment and to avoid unfair prejudice. 
II. FACTUAL SUMMARY 
Defendant Anthony Robins is charged by Information with two counts of aiding and 
abetting first degree murder and a single count of aiding and abetting attempted murder. (See 
Information filed March 25, 2015). Mr. Robins is charged with aiding and abetting John 
Douglass, in each of these three counts. Id. Mr. Robins' and Mr. Douglass' cases were 
consolidated on February 3, 2015, pursuant to a motion to consolidate and an order entered that 
same day. (See Motion to Consolidate and Order to Consolidate filed February 3, 2015). On 
May 15, 2015, trial counsel Brian J. McMonagle, received an e-mail from the handling Deputy 
Ada County Prosecutor which contained a letter that was apparently turned over to the 
prosecutor by an attorney representing a different inmate at the Ada County Jail. The letter 
was purportedly written to defendant Robins by his co-defendant John Douglass. It is 
anticipated that the State will seek to offer this letter in evidence at a joint trial of Robins and 
Douglass. 
III. ARGUMENT 
ICR 14 provides: 
Idaho Criminal Rule 14, Relief from prejudicial joinder. 
If it appears that a defendant or the state is prejudiced by a joinder of offenses or of 
defendants in a complaint, indictment or information or by such joinder for trial 
together, the court may order the state to elect between counts, grant separate trials of 
counts, grant a severance of defendants, or provide whatever other relief justice 
requires. In ruling on a motion by a defendant for severance the court may order the 
attorney for the state to deliver to the com1 for inspection in camera any statements or 
confessions made by the defendants which the state intends to introduce in evidence 
at the trial. 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR RELIEF FROM PREJUDICIAL JOINDER - 2 
000166
/ 
The U.S. Supreme Court has confirmed that a Rule 14 severance motion should be granted if 
"there is a serious risk that a joint trial would compromise a specific trial right of one of the 
defendants, or prevent the jury from making a reliable judgment about guilt or innocence." 
Zajiro v. United States, 506 U.S. 534, 539 (1993). The Zajiro Court acknowledged that such a 
"serious risk" of violating a defendant's trial rights would be presented where "essential 
exculpatory evidence that would be available to a defendant tried alone were unavailable in a 
joint trial." Id. (citing Tifford v. Wainwright, 588 F.2d 954 (5th Cir. 1979). 
Another "risk of prejudice" discussed by the Zafiro Court is that which may result 
under the classic scenario presented in Bruton v. United States, 328 U.S. 750 (1946). In 
Bruton, the Supreme Court examined a problem that arises when "[a] defendant may be 
prejudiced by the admission in evidence against a co-defendant of a statement or confession 
made by that co-defendant," which implicates the defendant himself even though the defendant 
cannot attempt to dispel that prejudice by cross-examination because the co-defendant decides 
not to take the stand. Id. at 132 ( citation omitted). In other words, if a third party takes the 
stand and testifies as to a statement made by a co-defendant that implicates the defendant or if 
a written statement of a co-defendant is offered which implicates the defendant, the defendant 
is at risk of prejudice because he will not be able to cross-examine the person who made the 
statement - i.e., his co-defendant who will assert his Fifth Amendment Privilege Against Self-
Incrimination and decline to testify.2 The Bruton Court held that "the powerfully incriminating 
2 Wright and Miller succinctly set forth the Bruton problem as follows: 
A Bruton problem occurs when multiple defendants are joined for trial and Defendant A makes an out-
of-court confession or other statement that implicates Defendant B. The statement is admissible at trial 
against the speaker, Defendant A, but normally is hearsay and not admissible against Defendant 8. In 
a joint trial, however, the jury will hear the statement incriminating Defendant B when it is introduced 
against Defendant A, and unless Defendant A takes the stand on his own behalf, Defendant B will not 
have the chance to cross-examine this evidence against him, in violation of the Confrontation Clause of 
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/ extrajudicial statements :a codcfendant, who stands accused si:y-side with the defendant, 
are deliberately spread before the jury in a joint trial," which could present "devastating" and 
inevitable suspect incriminations against the defendant that "cannot be tested by cross-
examination." Id. at 135-36. 
In Bruton, the prosecution argued that the defendant's rights were sufficiently protected 
by a limiting instruction that was given to the jury. The trial judge had issued a limiting 
instruction telling the jury that it should consider the confession as evidence only against the 
defendant who confessed. The nation's highest Court rejected this argument and held that 
despite the limiting instruction the confession constituted a powerfully incriminating statement 
and its introduction into evidence, insulated from cross examination, violates Bruton 's Sixth 
Amendment rights, Id at 135. 
In Gray v. Maryland, 523 U.S. 185, 118 S. Ct. 1151 (1998), the Supreme Court once 
again examined the issue raised in Bruton. In Gray, the trial judge had rejected a motion for 
severance but ordered the confession of a co-defendant redacted. The Gray Court held that the 
redaction did not protect the defendant from the prejudice that was occasioned by the 
introduction of the co-defendant's extra judicial statement: 
For one thing, a jury will often react similarly to an unredacted confession and a 
confession redacted in this way, for the jury will often realize that the confession 
refers specifically to the defendant... This is true even when the State does not 
blatantly link the defendant to the deleted name, as it did in this case by asking 
whether Gray was arrested on the basis of information in Bell's confession as soon as 
the officer had finished reading the redacted statement ... 
Finally, Bruton 's protected statements and statements redacted to leave a blank or 
some other similarly obvious alteration, function the same way grammatically. They 
are directly accusatory. Evans' statement in Bruton used a proper name to point 
the Sixth Amendment. 
I A Wright & Miller, Federal Practice and Procedure, § 224 "Prejudicial Joinder of Defendants-Confessions of a 
Codefendant" (4th ed.). 
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/ explicitly to an accused defendant. And Bruton held that the "powerfully 
incriminating" effect of what Justice Stewart called "an out-of-court accusation," 39 I 
US. at I 38 (Stewart, J., concurring), creates a special, and vital, need for cross-
examination - a need that would be immediately obvious had the codefendant pointed 
directly to the defendant in the courtroom itself. 
Application of the aforementioned case law and legal principles to the instant case 
compels the conclusion that Mr. Robins and Mr. Douglass must have separate trials in order to 
protect the Sixth Amendment rights of Mr. Robins and to prevent unfair prejudice. The letter 
that was presumably authored by Mr. Douglass is an incriminating extrajudicial statement that 
confesses the guilt of both defendants and which encourages Mr. Robins to avoid his guilt by 
misleading the jury. This poison letter is the type of "powerfully incriminating" statement that 
will be insulated from cross-examination and will in turn violate Mr. Robins' Sixth 
Amendment Rights and unfairly prejudice him. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
Although efficiency in the administration of criminal cases is an important value, it is 
not the most important value. The protection of the defendant's constitutional rights guaranteed 
by the Sixth Amendment outweighs any inconvenience caused by two trials. Mr. Robins' case 
should be severed from that of co-defendant John Douglass so as to ensure Mr. Robins' right to 
a fair and just day in court. 
r--
DATED this /'), day of June, 2015. 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
ABr~nagl~ 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
Scott McKay 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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/ 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
//'--
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this /-;} day of June, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method 
indicated below: 
Shelley Akarnatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street -y Faxed 
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock -- Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 ___L Faxed 
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
13 9 N. Croskey Street ~ Hand Delivered 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 Faxed --
fax 215-985-4416 







JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
-0·-....-------A.M /0-Y,:S- FIL~%, ___ _ 
JUN 1 6 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SARA MARKLE 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 









) _______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akarnatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney, in and for the County 
of Ada, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has complied with the Defendant's 
Request for Discovery. 
~ 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this / 1J day of June, 2015. 
) 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
. Ak:arnatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Id. 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
JUN 1 6 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SARA MARKLE 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) ________________ ) 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED DEFENDANT: 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
REQUEST FOR DISCOVERY 
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the undersigned, pursuant to Rule 16 of the Idaho Criminal 
Rules, requests Discovery and inspection of the following: 
(1) Documents and Tangible Objects: 
Request is hereby made by the prosecution to inspect and copy or photograph books, papers, 
documents, photographs, tangible objects or copies or portions thereof, which are within the 
possession, custody or control of the defendant, and which the defendant intends to introduce in 
evidence at trial. 
(2) Reports of Examinations and Tests: 
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The prosecution hereby requests the defendant to permit the State to inspect and copy or 
photograph any results or reports of physical or mental examinations and of scientific tests or 
experiments made in connection with this case, or copies thereof, within the possession or control of 
the defendant, which the defendant intends to introduce in evidence at the trial, or which were 
prepared by a witness whom the defendant intends to call at the trial when the results or reports 
relate to testimony of the witness. 
(3) Defense Witnesses: 
The prosecution requests the defendant to furnish the State with a list of names and 
addresses of witnesses the defendant intends to call at trial. 
(4) Expert Witnesses: 
The prosecution requests the defendant to provide a written summary or report of any 
testimony that the defense intends to introduce pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 16( c )( 4 ), including 
the facts and data supporting the opinion and the witness's qualifications. 
(5) Pursuant to Idaho Code Section 19-519, the State hereby requests that the defendant 
state in writing within ten (10) days any specific place or places at which the defendant claims to 
have been at the time of the alleged offense and the names and addresses of the witnesses upon 
whom he intends to rely to establish such alibi. 
DATED this (f1a; of June, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Shelle 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this l t4'm day of June, 2015, I caused to be served, a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing Request for Discovery upon the individual(s) named below in the 
manner noted: 
Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103 
tld6t '{)By depositing copies of the same in the Ul'ttted States mair,postage prepaid, first class. 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
CJ By hand delivering copies of the same to defense counsel. 
CJ By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for pickup at the 
Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
CJ By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 




JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
JUN 1 8 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SARA MARKLE 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Addendum to 
Response to Discovery. . ..,{. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this /7 day of June, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
~H She~ 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83 702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
• - I n~F!LED -
A .. :,:.-W-__ p_M ___ _ 
JUL 2 1 2015 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS and 
ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR., 
) 
) 
) Case No's. CR-FE-2014-0010815 
) CR-FE-2015-0000126 
) 








TO: Jack McMahon, Attorney at Law, 139 North Crosky St., Philadelphia, 
PA 19103; Mark Manweiler, Attorney at Law, PO Box 937, Boise, ID 83701; Brian 
McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103 
and Scott McKay, Attorney at Law, PO Box 2772, Boise, ID 83701, his/her Attorney 
of Record, you will please take notice that on the 27th day of July, 2015 at the hour of 
3:00 pm of said day, or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, the State will move 
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this Honorable Court for Pre-trial Conference in the above-entitled action. 
DATED this 1Q day July, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada Cor/ty Prosecuting Attorney 
&ru~'K_ 
Shelley W. Ak:amatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
l 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ~ 01-ti day of July, 2015, a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing State's Notice of Hearing was served to Jack McMahon, Attorney at 
Law, 139 North Crosky St., Philadelphia, PA 19103; Mark Manweiler, Attorney at 
Law, PO Box 937, Boise, ID 83701; Brian McMonagle, Attorney at Law, 1845 
Walnut St., 19th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19103 and Scott McKay, Attorney at Law, 
PO Box 2772, Boise, ID 83701, in the manner noted below: 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first 
class. 
'fJByemail 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
CJ By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for 
pickup at the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
CJ By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimi 
CJ Byhand 
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/ - ANO.ll\"7r:;Ftr--;:ii'En---- A.M. tD.:31 FIL~-~----JUL 2 2 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cieri< 
By MEG KEENAN 
oo\ 
')' .·· C) .. ) (,) 
Scott McKay 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
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CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' MOTION 
TO VACATE AND RESET 
.JURY TRIAL 
The Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr., through his attorneys, asks the Court to reset 
the Jury Trial presently set for August 10, 2015. The handling Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
has advised she does not object to this motion. Defendant waives his right to a speedy trial in 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' MOTION TO VACA TE AND RESET JURY TRIAL - Page 1 
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connection with the resetting of this trial and attached hereto as Exhibit "A" to this motion is a 
Waiver of Speedy Trial form that has been executed by Mr. Robins. 
Good cause exists to reschedule the trial in this matter given the severity and complexity 
of the present charges. This is the first trial setting in this matter and the trial date has not 
previously been reset. Trial counsel requires additional time to review the voluminous discovery 
and prepare for trial. Furthermore, counsel for co-defendant John Douglass, Jack McMahon, has 
informed us of his unavailability on the presently scheduled date of trial. Mr. Robins requests 
that the Court grant the instant motion in the interests of justice. 
DATED This~day of July, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
1j' Scott~~ 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonaglc 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this~day of July, 2015, I caused a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney -- Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street -2!{,__ Faxed 
Boise, ID 83702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock Hand Delivered --
P.O. Box 937 ~ Faxed 
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
139 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered --
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WAIVER OF SPEEDY TRIAL 
Case Name: State ofldaho v. !'v,-tlAo~L :Rob~-l_r'\~S ________ _ 
Case Number: CR.- f€,- ,;).51__5- C?Oct=)\ ~b ·----------
' 
I, _ __.A'--"Y\'--'-;t_ko---'--1=+-----'J2'-=-o~b--'-1 "'...:.c,,S,..____ ___ _ , do hereby declare and state that: 




above-entitled matter. I am represented by 
B<i'U'\ Mc.M,bvL0...1.l.t ~ S-d!:: Mt.ti~~ , Attorney and Counselor at Law. 
2. I am fully compet~t to act on my own behalf. f am over the age of 18 years, and not under the 
influence of any drugs, alcohol or other substances that interfere with my ability to know and 
understand what I am doing. Additionally, I am not suffering from any mental or psychological 
illness, injury or condition that interferes with my ability to know and understand what I am doing. I 
understand the nature, extent and seriousness of the criminal charges against me. 
3. I acknowledge and understand that I have the right to a speedy trial, as guaranteed by the Sixth 
Amendment of the United States Constitution and by Article 1 § 13 of the Constitution of the State of 
Idaho. 
4. I also acknowledge and understand that to give effect to my right to a speedy trial, Idaho Code § 19-
3501 requires a trial to be held within six (6) months of the date of filing of the Information (or the 
Arraignment before the district court on an Indictment), unless the trial is postponed by my own 
application or with my consent. 
5. I understand that if the State violates my right to a speedy trial, the Court must dismiss all charges. 
6. I have discussed my speedy trial rights with my attorney, and the consequences and benefits of 
waiving (giving up) my speedy trial rights in this case. I have sufficient education and experience to 
understand the advice and counsel of my attorney, who has explained my speedy trial rights to my 
full and complete satisfaction. 
7. Having read and understanding the above rights, I hereby WAIVE (give up) my right to a speedy trial 
within the time requirements provided in Idaho Code §19-3501, and I hereby consent and agree that 
my attorney may hereafter act in my name, place and stead to ensure that my best interests are 
protected regarding the date and time of the trial. 
8. This waiver of my speedy trial right shall remain in full force and effect from the date hereof unless 
and until revoked, in writing, by me or my attorney and filed with the Court. 
9. I understand that by waiving my right to a speedy trial, I am not waiving my right to have a trial, nor 
am I waiving my right to a jury trial, nor am I waiving any other rights guaranteed by the 
Constitution of the United States or the State ofldaho. 
10. I hereby swear or affirm, under penalty of perjury, that I execute (sign and date) this document and 
thereby waive (give up) my speedy trial rights, upon the advice and consent of my attorney, but as 
my own free and voluntary act, being under no undue influence, force, pressure, constraint or duress, 
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9:01:02 AM 
9:01:02 AM 
9:01:02 AM , 
9:01:02 AM Judge calls CRFE14.10815 State v. John Douglas Pretrial 
Conference C McMahon 
3:16:42 PM CRFE15.00126 State v. Anthony Robins Pretrial 
Conference C McMonagle 
3:17:30 PM counsel Manweiler for Douglas/Mckay for Robins/ Akamatsu/Bandy both for 
state 
3:18:02 PM Judge reviews case 
3:19:28 PM Judge try calling Mr. Mcman 
3:22:37 PM Judge on the phone with Mcman present for Mr. Douglas 
3:23:33 PM Judge 3 motions pending from Mr. Robins (waiver of speedy trial rights 
signed) 
3:25:21 PM McKay argues motion vacate and reset 01/19/16 
3:28:01 PM State argues no obj 01/19/16, Mr. Douglas needs to waive seedy 
Attorney 
3:29:18 PM McMan argues motion 01/19/16 is fine with me 
3:30:49 PM Judge inquires on the speedy 
3:31:01 PM McMan comments 
3:31:30 PM Manweiler comments, Mr. Douglas has not indicate to waive speedy 
3:32:11 PM Judge McMan will not be available 8/10 to do jury trial 
3:33:08 PM Manweiler have discussed. 
3:33:22 PM Douglas addresses court 
3:33:58 PM Judge addresses counsel time frame 
3:34:49 PM McMan addresses court 
3:35:39 PM Judge addresses Mr. Douglas of rights 
3:36:49 PM Judge state can be ready on 8/10 
3:37:10 PM ·state can be ready, due to Mr. McMan will to be here. 
Attorney 
3:37:44 PM McMan inquires to talk counsel 
3:38:24 PM State have the parties leave and use the court room 
Attorney 
3:39:03 PM Judge will recess to for a settlement on the trial dates. 
3:39:58 PM Judge back on the record 
3:55:33 PM Judge have a waiver of speedy trial 
3:55:46 PM Manwiler Mr. McMan is not on the phone anymore and the client has signed the 
waiver of speedy trial and set trial over 01/19/16@ 9 am 
3:56:33 PM Judge both defendants and inquired by the court regarding the speedy trial 
3:59:37 PM Judge inquires Douglas find a knowing, freely and voluntary, Mr. Douglas his 
I waiver speedy trial 
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4:00:31 PM Judge inquires Robbins, fins a freely and voluntary, Mr. Robbins has waived 
his speedy trial 
4:01:29 PM Judge grants motion to con't trial JT 01/19/16@ 9 am .,.,,. 
4:03:35 PM State proposed that we will be done on 02/03 
Attorney 
4:04:20 PM Judge addresses counsel 
4:05:38 PM State addresses court will need 5 weeks 
Attorney 
4:06:01 PM Judge addresses counsel 
4:07:09 PM Judge will need another ptc 12/29 @ 3 pm'and co counsel can appear to 
telephonically. . .. 
4:08:47 PM State inquires the questionairre for the jury commissioner. 
Attorney 
4:09:16 PM Judge addresses counsel on jury quiestionaire 
4:10:21 PM Judge would like counsel to contact the staff attorney, send her the long form 
questionaire, part of the pretrial stipulated or obj of the long form, 
prepare address the court any special concerns of security matters, 
etc 
4:13:50 PM Judge will block out 5 weeks for this trial, addresses counsel on Noitce to 
Sever has not been notice up, will do a status in 30 days, we then can 
schedule all pending motion for hearing 
4:18:12 PM Judge status 09/02/15 @ 4 pm, any out of state counsel may appear via 
telephone 
4:19:06 PM State 12/29 for discovery, needs to be 12/21 
Attorney 
4:19:22 PM Defense no obj 
Attorney 
4:19:25 PM Judge will make that 12/21 for cutoff on discovery. 
4:19:48 PM Judge on the jury selelction process, 01/12 @2 pmfor Jury Selection 
Conference 
4:21:53 PM State inquires about a week about the questions 
Attorney 
4:22:41 PM Judge addresses counsel 
4:25:59 PM Judge counsel will brief on how many pre-emptories each parties should 
have. 
4:26:33 PM State ask the court to be called earlier or have the questionaires eariler 
Attorney 
4:28:09 PM Judge inquires the jury commissioner 
4:30:15 PM Judge comments 
4:30:28 PM counsel inquires if parties need to present to swear in the jury 
4:30:44 PM Judge the defendant have the right to be present 
4:33:19 PM State addresses court 
Attorney 
4:33:42 PM Defense addresses court 
Attorney 
4:34:08 PM Judge addresses counsel 
4:36:00 PM Judge PTC Trial Process Converence 12/14 @ 3 pm 
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CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cieri{ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT Q'1iffiEElSON 
DEPUTY 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
AMENDED NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING 
AND ORDER GOVERNING 
ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS JR, 
Defendant. 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED: 
FURTHER PROCEEDINGS 
The above entitled matter is set for trial before the court and/or jury trial before the court and/or 
jury as follows: 
• STATUS ...... Wednesday, September 02, 2015@04:00 PM 
• TRIAL PROCESS CONFERENCE ...... Monday, December 14, 2015@ 03:00 PM 
• PRETRIAL CONFERENCE ...... Tuesday, December 29, 2015 @ 03:00 PM 
• JURY SELECTION CONFERENCE ...... Tuesday, January 12, 2016 @ 02:00 PM 
• JURY TRIAL ...... Tuesday, January 19, 2016 @09:00 AM 
THE COURT ORDERS THE DEFENDANT SHALL BE PRESENT IN COURT FOR 
THE PRETRIAL CONFERENCE. 
1. Any pretrial motion under I. C.R. Rule 12(b) must be filed within 28 days of this date and 
will be heard within 14 days thereafter unless otherwise ordered. 
2. Each party will provide the other party with all materials subject to discovery under 
I.C.R. Rule 16, at least 28 days before trial. 
3. Pretrial motions including motions in limine must be filed and with the court in sufficient 
time to allow them to be set for a hearing, to be scheduled at least 21 days before trial. 
The hearing shall be set pursuant to the requirements of local rules for the Fourth Judicial 
District. 
4. Requested jury instructions must be lodged with the clerk at least 5 days prior to trial. 
5. If this case is set for jury trial, voir dire of prospective jurors by counsel will be limited to 
a total of one hour per side unless otherwise ordered by the court. 
AMENDED NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING-Rev: 4.24.15 
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6. Unless otherwise specified, no trial proceedings will take place on Thursday, due to 
criminal arraignments. 
7. Copies of all electronically taken statements whether preserved by tape, video tape, or 
upon DVD, CD, or by other means, shall be provided by the State to the Defense no less 
than thirty (30) days before trial. If not so provided, the State will be deemed to have 
waived any right to use such evidence at trial. The Defense shall review such evidence, 
and if it seeks any redactions, or objects to the use of such evidence shall make a request 
for the redactions to the State in writing no less than fifteen (15) days before trial or shall 
file a written objection to the use of such evidence and the basis for such objection 
including citation to legal authority and case law and call the clerk to set the matter for 
hearing no later than 12 days before trial. Failure to make such a request will be deemed 
a waiver of any objection to the State's evidence, except for foundational objections. 
If the parties are unable to reach agreement as to redactions, they shall each have at the 
time of the pretrial conference: (1) a copy of the original full statement; and (2) a copy of 
their proposed redacted copy. The parties shall be prepared to argue as to the 
admissibility at the pretrial if a prior motion has not been filed. Failure to provide the 
required material will be deemed a waiver by the party failing to meet the deadlines 
established herein -to either use the evidence at trial or object to the use of the evidence 
at the trial, as the case may be except as to foundational matters. 
8. Due to the disruption caused to the court's calendar and the inconvenience and cost 
incurred by the State and individual jurors when last minute pleas are entered on the day 
of trial, counsel are advised that the time set for the pretrial conference is the last date on 
which the Court will accept any plea to lesser offense or dismiss a pending charge 
pursuant to any plea agreement. 
Any plea after the pretrial date must be a "straight up" guilty plea to all charged 
off ens es or the matter will proceed to trial unless dismissed by the State. 
Notice is hereby given, pursuant to I.C.R. 25(a)(6), that an alternate judge may be assigned to 
preside over the trial of this case. The following is a list of potential alternate judges: 
Hon. G.D. Carey 
Hon. Cheri C. Copsey 
Hon. Dennis Goff 
Hon. Renae Hoff. 
Hon. James Judd 
Hon. D. Duff McKee 
Hon. Thomas Neville 
Justice Gerald Schroeder 
Hon. Kathryn Sticklen 
Hon. Darla Williamson 
Hon. Ronald Wilper 
All Sitting Fourth District Judges 
Unless a party has previously exercised their right to disqualification without cause under I.C.R. 
25(a)(6), each party shall have the right to file one(l) motion for disqualification without cause as 
to any alternate judge not later than ten(l 0) days after service of this notice. 
AMENDED NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING-Rev: 4.24.Is 
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unless other charges are pending or if on bond, the bond will be exonerated. In the event of 
conviction for any felony or for a misdemeanor involving physical violence, assault, or domestic 
violence or assault, the defendant will be taken into custody at the conclusion of the trial pending 
final sentencing. 
Dated this ~ly, 2015. 
AMENDED NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING-Rev: 4.24.15 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on _1i_q __ , day of July, 2015 I Mailed (served) a true and 
correct copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
SCOTT MCKAY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
POBOX2772 
BOISE ID 83701 
BRIAN J. MCMONAGLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
1845 WALNUT STREET, 19m FLR 
PHILADELPHIA PA 19103 
DANAHO 
MARSHALS OFFICE 
VIA: INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
MARJI SHEP ARD 
JURY COMMISSIONER 
VIA: INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
AMENDED NOTICE OF TRIAL SETTING-Rev: 4.24.15 




JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
SECOND ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Second 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. JJ-
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ? / day of July, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecutipg Attorney 




JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• NO·----~:---::::l.O~-+--
/i1\lp l 71 
A.M ___ ___,P.M_, -----
AUG 1 2 2015 
CHRISTOPH0R D. RICH, Clerk 
By ARlC SHANK 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
THIRD ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Third 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this \¾ay of August, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
THIRD ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (ROBINS), Page 
1 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Id. 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO. I~ 
AM. F~- ·  
AUG 21 2015 
CHA/STOPHER D RI 
By MAURA oi.so~H. Cletk 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 













CRFE 2014 0010815 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STATE'S RESPONSE BRIEF 
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION 
TO SEVER 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
County, State ofldaho, and makes the following response to defense counsel's motion to 
sever: 
I. 
Facts Relevant to Confrontation Clause Claims 





I Elliott Bailey, Travonte Calloway, and Jeanette Juraska were shot on May 8, 2014, at approximately 11 :20 p.m. Bailey and Calloway succumbed to their injuries and died at the 
hospital. Jeanette Juraska told police "Russ" later identified as Samari Winn, came to the 
door with a man who shot her, Calloway and Bailey. Defendant Winn was arrested on May 
9, 2014 and charged with aiding and abetting an "unknown male" to murder Calloway, 
Bailey and attempting to murder Juraska by leading the unknown male to the victim's 
residence and then fleeing with him after the shooting. At the time Winn was charged, 
police had a description of the shooter, but did not know his legal name. Winn's 
preliminary hearing was held on June 5, 2014. Winn was bound over to district court and is 
currently pending trial before the Honorable Lynn Norton. 
John C. Douglas is charged with murdering Bailey and Calloway and attempting to 
murder Juraska by shooting them with a .45 caliber gun. Douglas' associate, Anthony J. 
Robins Jr. is charged with aiding abetting John C. Douglas in the murders by providing the 
gun and ammunition and obtaining and driving the van used to transport Douglas and Winn 
to and from the scene of the shootings. 
Douglas was arrested in July of 2014, but fought extradition to Idaho from 
Pennsylvania. He was transported to the Ada County Jail in November, 2014, and his 
preliminary hearing was originally set to begin December 9, 2014. The December 9, 2014, 
hearing was reset to give Douglas an opportunity to decide ifhe wanted to hire a private 
attorney. On December 9, 2014, Douglas talked to his mother on the phone from the Ada 






County Jail about which attorney he should have represent him. 1 During this call, Douglas 
expressed concern about all the pressure that would be put on "Ole Boy" Lance Robertson 
ifhe missed a payment to the private attorney. Douglas told his mother to tell "Ole Boy" 
Lance Robertson, to "not worry" because "I'm not gonna do anything. Love and loyalty 
man he already know this." On December 10, 2014, Lance Robertson talked to Douglas on 
the phone from the Ada County Jail. During the call, Robertson referred to Douglas as "Big 
Homie". 
On December 11, 2014, Anton Raider agreed to be interviewed by the Boise Police 
as part of a plea agreement he negotiated through his federal public defender. Raider had 
been charged with federal crimes in September, 2014, related to marijuana and guns found 
during the search of he and Robins' house as part of the murder investigation. During his 
interview, Raider gave police the information he testified to later at the preliminary hearing. 
The negotiated agreement provided, Raider would plead guilty to a State charge of 
Attempted Aiding and Abetting Murder in exchange for a prison recommendation 
concurrent to his federal sentence. On December 19, 2014, the State filed a complaint 
charging Anton Raider with the same charges as Samari Winn. On December 29, 2014, 
Raider pled guilty to Attempted Aiding and Abetting First Degree Murder. 
On January 6, 2015, Robins was arrested in Northern California and was transported 
to the Ada County Jail on January 20, 2015. On January 10, 2015, Douglas talked to his 
1 Douglas was initially represented by Anthony Geddes of the Ada County Public 
Defender's Office. Jack McMahon did not substitute in until the day of the 
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/ mother on the phone from the Ada County Jail about Robin's arrest. During the call, 
Douglas said to his mother: 
"For real for real the only person who could fry everybody, is the shooter, 
the one that actually did the shooting, because he can say everybody's part 
that they played. He's the only one. 
Now it goes to the shooter, they say it was a hit for hire. Only person who 
can say who gave him money is the shooter. 
The shooter is the only one who can pinpoint anybody." 
Robins and Douglas' cases were joined on February 3, 2015, without objection from 
defense counsel. The joint preliminary hearing occurred on March 23, 2015, and both 
defendants were bound over to district court. 
During the preliminary hearing, Jeanette Juraska identified defendant Robins as the 
person who drove her and now deceased boyfriend Calloway to trim marijuana at a grow 
operation in Northern California in October of 2013. (PH Tr. 230:18 to 231:15 and. 235: 
21, to 236:3) Juraska identified defendant Douglas as the person who pushed through the 
door of her home on May 8, 2014, and shot her, Calloway and Bailey. (PH Tr. Pg. 236 4-
10) Juraska testified, she had seen defendant Douglas when she was at the marijuana grow 
operation and heard people call him "Big Man" (PH Tr. 230: 12) Juraska testified, the night 
of the murders, Samari Winn had come over to her house to celebrate Calloway's birthday. 
She testified Winn arrived a couple hours after dinner and left by taking a cab with "Dame" 
the cab driver they all used. (PH Tr. 219:21 to 220:7) Juraska testified, Winn told 
Calloway and Bailey, he needed to go home to get dressed to go out to the strip club would 
return at 11:20 p.m. (PH Tr. 220:8-14) 






During the preliminary hearing, Anton Raider testified defendant Robins was his 
drug supplier and roommate. Raider testified he had known Robins for six years. (PH Tr. 
31 :6-16) Raider testified defendant Robins called him in October, 2013, and told him there 
would be a delivery of marijuana to their house in Boise and to "watch the house". (PH Tr. 
48:5 to 49:16) Raider testified, the delivery was made by a woman he had never met. The 
woman delivered two very large suitcases. Raider testified, he put the suitcases in Robin's 
bedroom. (PH Tr.49: 19 to 50:23) On October 31, 2013, Raider testified he left the house 
for three hours to celebrate Halloween. When he returned, the backdoor to the house was 
open and items from his closet had been moved. Raider testified, he went into Robins' 
bedroom and the suitcases were gone. (PH Tr. 51: JO to52:4) Raider testified it was 
approximately thirty (30) pounds of marijuana that was "ripped off'. (PH Tr. 181:14-16) 
Raider testified he immediately called Robins and told him the "packages" were 
gone. (PH Tr.52:5-1 OJ Raider testified, about a month after the theft, Robins told him, he 
(Robins) believed Elliot Bailey had stolen the marijuana. Robins told Raider he believed 
Bailey would have had knowledge of when and where the shipment would be, because his 
friend Travonte Calloway been at the marijuana harvest. (PH Tr.54: 12 to 55: 1) Robins 
told Raider he couldn't take care of it then because it would draw too much attention, since 
everyone knew the marijuana had just been stolen. Robins told Raider he would "handle it 
down the line". (PH Tr.57: 1-12) Raider testified, Robins indicated he wanted to purchase 
a gun from Raider. (PH Tr. 56:10-23) 





// Raider testified, Sarnari Winn moved into the rental house with he and Robins, in 
January of 2014, approximately two months after the theft, and five months before the 
murders. Approximately a week and a half before the murders, Raider testified, Robins 
called and asked him to "pick up Big Man" at the airport at 10:00 p.m. and if Raider "still 
had the handgun" and to "purchase bullets for it". Raider testified, Robins also asked ifhe 
could use Raider's van to "handle the situation with Toe". Raider testified, Robins said 
"Big Man" was coming down to "handle the situation" and to give him "$300 dollars so he 
could by the food he wanted". Raider testified, Robins told him to show Douglas around 
town, but to keep him out of sight. Raider testified he picked up Douglas from the airport. 
(PH Tr.57:24 to 62:7) 
Raider testified he had multiple conversations with Douglas the week before the 
murders. Douglas told Raider he was going to "take care of the situation with Toe" and "he 
handles situations like this one". Raider testified, he gave Douglas the handgun at Robins' 
direction. (PH Tr. 72:23 to. 73:4) 
Raider testified, Robins arrived the day before the murder with a man called "Boog", 
later identified as Lance Robertson. Raider testified they arrived in a red SUV rental. 
Raider testified, he, Douglas, Boog, Robins and Winn "smoked pot and hung out". (PH 
Tr. 78: 15 to 79: 10) Raider testified, he left the house around six p.m. to go to a cookout. 
Prior to leaving, Raider testified, "Boog" said he was going to a strip club. (PH Tr.80: 16-





/ 25) Det. Josiah Ransom testified, Lance Robertson was seen on video at the Spearmint 
Rhino strip club at 10:30 p.m. the night of the murders. (PH Tr.338:20 to 339:8) 
Raider testified, he returned to the house approximately 10:00 p.m. and Robins 
walked up to him and asked him for the keys to his van." Raider testified he gave Robins a 
set of keys to the van. Raider testified, Robins, Douglas and Winn, got into his van and 
drove off, returning approximately 20-30 minutes later. Raider testified, Douglas and Winn 
returned first, breathing heavily and soaking wet. Raider testified, he looked out the 
window and his van was not there. Raider testified, he saw Douglas go into the bathroom 
to wipe a red substance off his shoes. Raider testified, about five minutes later, Robins 
came inside. Robins, Douglas and Winn went to the dining room area and talked between 
themselves. Raider testified, he looked outside and saw a police car and said, "Guys, there 
is a cop outside". Raider testified they all started say, "Oh fuck!" Raider testified, he told 
all of them to go into Robins' room and shut up. (PH Tr. 82: JO to 87:4) 
Raider testified, Winn crawled out to the front room to see if the police car was still 
there. During this time, Robins told him, there was "no way anybody saw us" because he 
had parked "off to the side". Robins then told Raider, "These two idiots left the gun in the 
car". Raider testified, Winn said ''the cop left" and Robins called someone he knew to pick 
him and Douglas up from the house. Raider testified Robins and Douglas left. Raider 
testified, he saw Winn shave his beard off, heard him say he was going to clean his phone 
out and then heard him call the cab driver they used to pick him up quickly and he would 





// give him fifty (50) dollars. Raider testified, he saw Winn leave and return on his bike 
before the cab picked him up. Raider testified, Winn told him he couldn't find anywhere to 
dump the gun and clothes they were wearing other than the dumpster that was across the 
street. Raider testified, he then left the house and went and stayed with a friend. (PH Tr. 
87:6 to 91: 19) The next day, Raider testified he spoke to Robins on the phone. Robins told 
him where he parked Raider's van and that he should "wipe it down". (PH Tr. 92:22 to 
94:2) 
Georgette Wadholm testified at the preliminary hearing, that she picked up Robins 
and Douglas from the house on Red Maple and took them to the Spearmint Rhino strip 
club, after midnight, on the night of the murders. (PH Tr.312:17 to 313:3) Wadholm 
further testified, she and Robins left the club at closing, together and returned to the house, 
where they had sex in Robins' room. Wadholm testified, she was in Robins room for about 
45 minutes to an hour, when there was knocking on the bedroom door. Wadholm testified, 
ten ( 10) minutes later, there was more knocking so Robins got up, got dressed and went out 
of the room to talk to someone. According to Wadholm's testimony, this would have 
occurred around 3 :00 a.m. Wadholm testified, she got dressed and saw Robins talking to a 
man later identified as Samari Winn. Robins then told Wadholm, "you got to go". (PH Tr. 
315:4 to 317:13) 
Detective Josiah Ransom testified, he analyzed the phone records of Samari Winn 
and noted Winn's phone received a call from "Dame" cab driver around the same time 





Winn was knocking on Robin's door and Wadholm was rushed out. Ransom testified, this 
call from Dame to Winn would have been around the time the police had made contact with 
the cab driver. (PH Tr.348:2-8) 
Douglas has been housed at the Ada County Jail since his arrest and extradition from 
Pennsylvania. Robins has been housed at the Ada County jail since his arrest and 
extradition from California. Both have been in separate cells and locked down twenty three 
hours a day. Each is allowed out of their cells for one hour a day. They are permitted to 
spend this time in a "dayroom" where they can watch T.V., make phone calls, go outside 
and shower. However, Douglas and Robins use separate day rooms and have never been 
housed within a cell of each other. During recorded phone calls to his mother and Lance 
Robertson, Douglas has admitted he has attempted to "talk through the vents" to Robins. 
Douglas has not been allowed to freely talk to Robins since his arrest back in July of 2014. 
On May 15, 2015, an attorney came into the prosecutor's office and turned over a 
letter his client had given him. The attorney's client, James Kreider, had been incarcerated 
at the Ada County Jail, one cell down from Douglas from March 10, 2015 to April 2, 2015. 
Douglas was in cell 1621 and Kreider was in cell 1623. During this time, they used the 
same day room, but at different times. James Kreider is Caucasian and has a large tattoo all 
the way around his neck. The letter and known handwriting samples of John C. Douglas 
were compared by a handwriting expert. The expert concluded the letter recovered from the 
inmate was written by defendant John C. Douglas.2 
2 A copy of the letter has been filed with the court under seal. 





On May 22, 2015, Douglas talked to Lance Robertson on the phone from the Ada 
County Jail. During the call, Douglas referred to Anton Raider as "Tone". 
Deputy Lutz is assigned to work in the law library at the Ada County jail. Sometime 
toward the end of July, 2015, Douglas asked Deputy Lutz if she had seen the newspaper 
story about him and she indicated she had not. Douglas told Lutz, the prosecutor's found a 
letter that implicated both him and Robins and Robins now wanted to split their cases. 
Douglas told Lutz, he believed the "Aryan Nations guy" housed next to him with the 
"tattoos up to his neck" was the person that gave the letter to the prosecution. When Deputy 
Lutz told him, it wasn't wise to call people rats unless Douglas knew for sure it was him, 
Douglas told her it had to be him [Kreider] because he was the only one that was in between 
them. Douglas told Lutz he "kept thinking of how he might have lost the letter, thinking he 
may have left it in the shower." Deputy Lutz asked Douglas ifhe brought paperwork into 
the shower and he stated, he sometimes has things in his pockets. Douglas also told Deputy 
Lutz he may have left it in a book. 
Douglas' letter is addressed to "A". In the letter, Douglas told "A" how "they gonna 
play this" and then tells "A", in detail, what he should tell his attorney "Tone" did 
everything to get a plea deal. Douglas told "A" to tell his attorney the drugs were stolen 
from "Tone" and that "Tone" was the person who flew Douglas to Boise and told Douglas 
what to do. Douglas told "A" to tell his attorney, the only reason he ["A"] was in Boise was 
to pick Douglas up and go to Vegas to celebrate "cook's" [Lance Robertson's] birthday. 





Douglas told "A" to tell his attorney the day of the murder, he ["A"] went somewhere and 
"cook" [Lance Robertson] went to the strip club and when he ["A"] got back, "cook" 
[Lance Robertson] had the van keys so he called "girl" [Georgette Wadholm] to take 
Douglas and "A" to the strip club. Douglas told "A" to tell his attorney, at this time, he 
["A"] still didn't know what happened". Douglas told "A" to tell his attorney, that he 
["A"], "cook" [Lance Robertson] and Douglas "came back and then he ["A"] "hit" [had 
sex with] "girl" [Georgette Wadholm]. Douglas told "A" to tell his attorney that they ["A", 
"cook" and Douglas] packed and left, and people started "hitting you up" [calling "A"] 
telling you what happened. Douglas told "A" to tell his attorney "you asked me what 
happened" and that's when I told you "I bodyed them 2 dudes". Douglas told "A" he has to 
"fill in the blanks" and say everything he [Tone] said you ["A"] did, he [Tone] did. 
Douglas told "A" to let him know when he gets the deal "A" wants, and then Douglas 
would "plea out" and "back "A's" story about Tone was the driver, and he [Tone] gave me 
the money, gun, everything, not you ["A"]. Douglas told "A" to run this by his "Ls" and to 
get back to him. Douglas further told "A", there was "no need" they both go down. 
Douglas told "A" he knew ''yall will play yall part because love and loyalty". At the end of 
the letter, Douglas told "A", he could also go to trial, Douglas could "plea out" and then 
testify for "A" that Tone drove the van, gave Douglas the gun and put the hit together. 
Douglas signed the letter "Big Homie, J". 





The basis of the defense's motion to sever is that the incriminating statements 
made by Douglas in the letter, will be offered for the truth of the matter asserted in the 
statements, against Robins. Robins alleges that a joint trial will be unfair to him because 
he will not get to cross-examine Douglas as he is unavailable to subpoena due to his Fifth 
Amendment privilege. 
II. 
Applicable Legal Standards 
A. General Standards 
The court may grant a severance of defendants, or provide whatever other relief 
justice requires if it appears that a defendant or the state is prejudiced by a joinder of 
offenses or of defendants in a complaint, indictment or information or by suchjoinder for 
trial together. I.C.R. 14 The court may order the State's attorney to deliver to the court, 
for inspection in camera, any statements or confessions made by the defendants which the 
State intends to introduce in evidence at the trial. Id. 
B. Legal Standards Applicable to the Basis of Defendant's Motion to Sever 
1. The Confrontation Clause 
A defendant has a fundamental right, guaranteed by the Confrontation Clause in 
the Sixth Amendment, to confront the witnesses testifying against him. The right to 
confront means the right to cross examine the witnesses testifying against him. When 
a confession of a non-testifying co-defendant, that names and incriminates the 
defendant, is admitted during a joint trial, the defendant's right to confront the 
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witnesses against him is violated. This is so even though the jury is instructed to 
disregard the confession in determining the non-declarant defendant's guilt or 
innocence. Bruton v. United States, 391 U.S. 123, 88 S.Ct. 1620, 20 L.Ed.2d 476 
( 1968). The rule in Bruton applies when there is an incriminating statement that is 
admissible against one defendant, but not the co-defendant, during a joint trial. 
The protective measures mandated by Bruton are not constitutionally required if 
admission of the co-defendant's out-of-court statement against the non-declarant 
defendant would not violate the Confrontation Clause. In 2004 and 2006, with its 
decisions in Crawfordv. Washington, 541 U.S. 36 (2004) and Davis v. Washington, 547 
U.S. 813 (2006), the Supreme Court changed the test for whether an extrajudicial 
statement is subject to exclusion under the Confrontation Clause. Under those cases, the 
issue turns on whether the statement is "testimonial". Crawford held that the 
Confrontation Clause bars the government from introducing a testimonial statement at 
trial against a criminal defendant to prove the truth of the matter asserted therein -- unless 
the government calls the declarant to testify in person or the declarant is unavailable and 
the defendant had a prior opportunity to cross-examine him -- regardless of how reliable 
the statement is perceived to be or whether it fits within a recognized hearsay exception. 
Davis held that only testimonial statements are covered by this bar; if a hearsay statement 
is not testimonial in nature, the Confrontation Clause does not operate as a barrier to its 
admission. 





The implications of Crawford and Davis for the Bruton doctrine are two-fold. 
First, if a defendant's extrajudicial statement inculpating a co-defendant is testimonial, 
Bruton requires that it be redacted for use in a joint trial to protect the co-defendant's 
Sixth Amendment rights even if the unreacted statement would be admissible against the 
co-defendant under a hearsay exception. Second, if a defendant's extra judicial statement 
inculpating a co-defendant is not testimonial, Bruton does not apply, because admission 
of the uncensored statement in evidence at a joint trial would not infringe the co-
defendant's Sixth Amendment rights. whether or not the statement fits within a hearsay 
exception. 
2. Hearsay 
Hearsay is defined as "a statement, other than one made by the declarant while 
testifying at the trial or hearing, offered in evidence to prove the truth of the matter 
asserted in the statement." I.R.E. 801(c); State v. Doe, 140 Idaho 873 (Idaho App.,2004). 
State v. Gomez, 126 Idaho 700 (Ct.App.1994). Hearsay is inadmissible unless otherwise 
provided, by an exception in the Idaho Rules of Evidence or other rules of the Idaho 
Supreme Court. I.R.E. 802. 
a. "Testimonial" Hearsay 
The United States Supreme Court has declined "to spell out a comprehensive 
definition of 'testimonial"' suitable for all cases involving hearsay. Broadly speaking, 
though, for a statement to be "testimonial," it must be "'[a] solemn declaration or 




affirmation made for the purpose of establishing or proving some fact,"' typically for use 
in the prosecution or investigation of a crime or under "circumstances objectively 
indicat[ing] that ... the primary purpose of the interrogation is to establish or prove past 
events potentially relevant to later criminal prosecution." "An accuser who makes a 
formal statement to government officers bears testimony in a sense that a person who 
makes a casual remark to an acquaintance does not." 
As a general matter, "statements from one prisoner to another" are "clearly 
nontestimonial. 11 Davis v. Washington, 547 U.S. 813,825, 126 S. Ct. 2266, 165 L. Ed. 2d 
224 (2006). The Confrontation Clause is therefore inapplicable, though such statements 
must to be admissible, still satisfy the requirements of the Idaho Rules of Evidence. 
b. "Statement Against Interest" Exception to the Hearsay Rule 
When the declarant is unavailable to testify at trial, I.R.E. 804(b )(3) prohibits a 
court from excluding as hearsay: 
··A statement which was at the time of its making so far contrary to 
the declarant's pecuniary or proprietary interest, or so far tended to 
subject declarant to civil or criminal liability, or to render invalid a 
claim by declarant against another, that a reasonable man in 
declarant's position would not have made the statement unless 
declarant believed it to be true. A statement tending to expose the 
declarant to criminal liability and offered to exculpate the accused is 
not admissible unless corroborating circumstances clearly indicate 
the trustworthiness of the statement." 
State v. Meister, 2007 Ida. App. LEXIS 9L *25, 2007 WL 2821981 
(Idaho Ct. App. Oct. I, 2007) 






This "statement against interest" hearsay exception is premised upon the idea that a 
person, even a person who is not very honest, is unlikely to make a false statement that 
tends to admit his or her own liability. State v. Averett, 142 Idaho 879, 890, 136 P.3d 350, 
361 (Ct. App. 2006) Rehearing denied by State v. Averett, 2006 Ida. App. LEXIS 71 
(Idaho Ct. App., May 22, 2006) citing Williamson v. United States, 512 U.S. 594, 599, 
114 S. Ct. 2431, 129 L. Ed. 2d 476 (1994). The declaration against interest exception to 
the hearsay rule allows for the admission of a statement which was at the time of its 
making so far contrary to the declarant's penal interest that a reasonable person in the 
declarant's position would not have made the statement unless the declarant believed it to 
be true. I.R.E. 804(b)(3). Averett at 890. 
In Averett, the State presented a non-testimonial, oral and written statement by one 
co-defendant to a jail inmate, against the non-declarant co-defendant under I.R.E. 
804(b)(3), statement against interest exception. The Idaho Court of Appeals affirmed the 
trial court and rehearing was denied by the Idaho Supreme Court. Averett at 889. 
Averett and Johnston were both arrested for manufacturing methamphetamine. 
While in custody, Johnston described to her cellmate the process she used to make 
methamphetamine and then wrote out the recipe. Johnston told her cellmate, Averett was 
her boyfriend and he was involved with making methamphetamine. Johnston also asked 
the cellmate to go to her home, after the cellmate was released from jaiL to retrieve items 
the police had missed during the search. Johnston then tried to convince the inmate to 






help her make methamphetamine at her house when they were released from jail. 
Johnston told the inmate. Averett made methamphetamine for his own use and his 
personal war against the government. 
The Idaho Court of Appeals held the major portion of Johnston's declaration fell 
squarely within the l.R.E. 804(b )(3) hearsay exception of statements against penal 
interest. The Court held. the statements were genuinely self-incriminatory because 
Johnston admitted to having knowledge, association and direct involvement with the 
manufacture of methamphetamine evidencing her desire to enlist the inmate to ,secrete 
evidence from the police as well as attempting to solicit the inmate to help her make more 
methamphetamine upon their release. The statement, uttered in a jail setting, was not 
given to police as a "self-serving" confession but to a cellmate in an attempt to expand 
Johnston·s criminal involvement. The court also found the declarations did not attempt to 
curry favor or shift blame away from Johnston and onto Averett. Averett at 889-890. The 
Averett court found the trial court should have redacted Johnston's statement "Averett 
made methamphetamine for his own use and for his personal war against the government" 
because such statement was in no way self-inculpatory as to Johnston. Averett at 890-891. 
In interpreting the Federal counterpart to I.R.E. 804(b )(3 ), the United States 
Supreme Court stated, "In our view, the most faithful reading of Rule 804(b )(3) is that it 
does not allow admission of non-self-inculpatory statements, even if they are made within 
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United States, 512 U.S. 594, 600-01, 114 S. Ct. 2431, 129 L. Ed. 2d 476 (1994). The 
Court also emphasized that the statement must be sufficiently against the declarant's 
penal interest to be admissible and whether a reasonable person would believe the self-
inculpatory statement to be true may only be detennined in light of all the surrounding 
circumstances. Williamson at 603-604. The Court concluded that within a given 
declaration, there may be many statements both self-inculpatory and implicating another 
person, and that each statement must be determined to be sufficiently reliable even if 
made as part of a narrative. Id. at 604. 
Since the Court's ruling in Williamson, federal courts have generally admitted third 
party statements that inculpate a defendant where three general conditions are satisfied: 
(1) the statement must be genuinely self-inculpatory to the declarant (2) the statement is 
made to a private person and does not seek to curry the favor of law enforcement 
authorities, and (3) it does not shift blame. See STRONG JOHN W., MCCORMICK ON 
EVIDENCE, § 319 (5th ed. vol. 2 1999). Accordingly, each admitted statement or part 
thereof must be found to be truly against the penal interest of the declarant. The 
determination of whether a statement is genuinely self-incriminatory in this narrow sense 
often requires an examination of context and the factual setting in which it was given. 
Averett at 890. 







If Douglas' letter fits within a hearsay exception and is non-testimonial, Robins 
has no right to cross examine Douglas. If Robins has no right to cross examine Douglas, 
the confrontation clause is not implicated. If the confrontation clause is not implicated, 
Bruton is inapplicable. If Bruton is inapplicable, there is no basis for granting separate 
trials. 
The preliminary analysis for the court to detennine is whether Douglas wrote the 
letter and is the declarant. The expert handwriting analysis comparing the original letter 
to known writing samples of Douglas concluded Douglas is the author of the letter. 
Douglas admitted to possessing the letter while incarcerated at the jail during the time it 
would have been written. Douglas indicated he believed the inmate that turned it in was 
housed in his area. was ''Aryan Nations .. and had tattoos up to his neck. James Kreider is 
Caucasian. has a very large tattoo circling his neck and was housed a cell down from 
Douglas during the time Douglas would have written and possessed it. 
The language references in the letter are also consistent with the unique language 
references Douglas has used in recorded phone calls since his arrest. On December 9, 
2014, Douglas told his mother to tell accomplice Lance Robertson, not to worry, Douglas 
wasn't going to do anything, "Love and Loyalty". The words "Love and Loyalty" are the 








referred to as "Big Homie" by accomplice Robertson while talking on the phone with him. 
"Big Homie is the same name Douglas used to sign the letter he wrote to accomplice 
Robins. On May 22, 2015, Douglas referred to Anton Raider as "Tone" during a phone call 
with accomplice Robertson. "Tone" is the same name Douglas used for Anton Raider 
multiple times throughout the letter. The handwriting analysis, phone evidence and 
admission by Douglas to Deputy Lutz clearly establish Douglas wrote the letter and is the 
declarant. 
The next issue for the court to decide is whether Douglas' letter is hearsay as 
against Robins. Douglas wrote the letter to notify Robins, he would lie for him to get a 
good plea deal or a favorable outcome at the trial. By notifying Robins he would "lie for 
him", Douglas· statement implies Robins drove the van, arranged for the gun and bullets 
and organized the murders. Douglas' statement implies Robins is guilty because to avoid 
liability, he would have to blame Raider. As against Robins, Douglas' letter is hearsay. 
The next issue for the court to decide is whether Douglas' letter is testimonial or 
non-testimonial hearsay. Robins is not a police officer who investigates crime or a person 
tasked with taking fonnal statements to be used in the prosecution of the murders. 
Robins is Douglas· co-defendant. Douglas' letter clearly states his intention in making 
the statements. was to hide Robins' involvement in the murders so it couldn't be used by 
the prosecution. Douglas' letter is clearly non-testimonial because it was written to 








Since Douglas· letter is non-testimonial hearsay, the next issue for the court to 
decide is whether it fits within an exception to the hearsay rule as a statement against 
interest. To fit within the exception, the letter, at the time Douglas wrote it, must so far 
tended to have subjected Douglas to criminal liability, that a reasonable man in Douglas' 
position would not have made the statement unless he believed it to be true. Douglas 
wrote the letter sometime after Robins arrest, January 6, 20 I 5, but before May 15, 2015, 
when it was turned over. The State had sixty days from Douglas arraigmnent, April 2, 
2015, to file notice of intent to seek the death penalty. At the time Douglas wrote the 
letter, he was still facing the possibility of the death penalty for 2 murders and a third 
attempt. A reasonable person would not write specific details that establish the elements 
of premeditation. identity, venue, and motive against themselves, while they were still 
facing the death penalty or life without parole. Douglas' letter also indicated he had 
actual knowledge his statements were against his penal interest when he indicated "no 
need we both go down." 
The last issue for the court to decide is whether the three general conditions of 
Williamson are satisfied. The first condition is whether the statement is genuinely 
inculpatory to the declarant. The entire statement written by Douglas to Robins is 
genuinely self-incriminatory because Douglas' statements are admissions to being the 
shooter of all three victims. In the letter, Douglas encouraged Robins to tell his attorney 









because he admitted he flew to Boise and had the knowledge as to the purpose of the trip. 
In the letter. Douglas encouraged Robins to tell his attorney someone else was the driver. 
someone else gave Douglas the money. and someone else gave Douglas the gun, not 
Robins''. This incriminates Douglas because he admitted he was given money, was at the 
scene of the murders, with a gun in his possession, that was provided to him. 
Throughout the letter, Douglas encouraged Robins to tell his attorney, everything 
Tone said Robins did, Tone did and that Douglas would then "back his story". This 
incriminates Douglas because as he admitted in the phone call of January I 0. 2015, only 
the shooter ,vould be able to pinpoint anybody and say "everybody's part that they played. 
He's (the shooter) the only one." By Douglas stating in the letter, he will "back" what he 
is encouraging Robins to tell his attorney, Douglas is admitting his own criminal liability 
as being the shooter puts him in a unique position to legitimately "back" Robins' story. In 
the letter, Douglas told Robins, [there was] "no need both us going down". This 
statement incriminates Douglas because it is evidence he has a guilty conscience, is 
admitting he is going down as the shooter and is willing to lie for Robins regarding 
Robins' involvement. Douglas told Robins to tell his attorney he (Robins) was 
somewhere else during the murder and didn't know Calloway and Bailey had been 
murdered until Douglas told him he "bodyed them 2 dudes". This incriminates Douglas 
because he admitted he killed 2 men and would have knowledge as to who was with him 
when he did it. [n the letter, Douglas told Robins, if he would rather go to trial, Douglas 






would testify for Robins that Raider drove the van, gave him the gun and put the hit 
together. This incriminates Douglas because he is admitting he had knowledge Robins 
drove him in the van to commit the murders, that he used a gun Robins got for him, and 
that it was premeditated, with malice aforethought. The entire letter by Douglas to 
Robins incriminates Douglas as to his knowledge and direct involvement with the 
murders of Calloway, Bailey and attempted murder of Jeanette Juraska. 
The second condition is whether the statement was made to a private person and 
sought to curry the favor of law enforcement authorities. Douglas' letter, while written in 
a jail setting, was not given to police in a self-serving confession, but was intended to go 
to his co-defendant Robins, a private person, in an attempt to have only himself go down. 
Douglas' letter was intended to mislead the court by influencing testimony and to curry 
favor with Robins, not law enforcement. 
The third condition is whether the statement shifts blame from the declarant to 
another. The declarations in Douglas· letter doesn't attempt to shift blame from Douglas 
to Robins. To the contrary, Douglas was willing to admit he is the shooter in order to 
avoid shifting blame to Robins. Ironically, the sole motivation of Douglas' letter, 
admitting he is the shooter to help Robins, is main reason why it fits squarely within the 
statement against interest exception and is admissible against Robins. Having satisfied all 
three conditions of Williamson, Douglas' letter fits squarely within the statement against 
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exception to the hearsay rule and is non-testimonial, the Confrontation Clause is not 
implicated and there is no basis to grant the requested severance. 
WHEREFORE, the State prays for an order denying the Robins' motion to sever. 
DATED this 'o--=t'~f August 2015. 
JAN M. BENNNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
elley W. Akamatsu 
ty Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this LJtjay of August, 2015, I provided a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing Response to Motion to Sever to Jack McMahon and Brian 
McMonagle via email and fax. 





JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Id. 83 702 
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Sy MAURA oi.:~H, Clerk 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STA TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) Case Nos. 
Plaintiff, ) CRFE 2014 0010815 
) CRFE 2015 0000126 
vs. ) 
) STATE'S LODGING OF 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, ) LETTER TO DETERMINE 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR., ) SEVERANCE 
) 
Defendants. ) FILED UNDER SEAL 
DATEDthis ~August2015 . 
. Y~ 
By· Shelley W. Akamatsu 
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) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
FIFTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akarnatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Fifth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. ~ 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this __ day of September, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
&~ 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
FIFTH ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (ROBINS), Page 
1 
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-Hoagland - Hardy - Olesek - September 2, 2015 - Courtroom501 
Time Speaker Note 
4:01:54 PM CRFE14.10815 - State v. John Douglas - Status -
Custody - Manweiler - Shelley Akamatsu/Scott Bandy 
4:02:01 PM CRFE15.00126 -State v. Anthony Robins -Status -
Custody - Scott McKay/Brian McMonagle (on phone) -
Shelley Akamatsu/Scott Bandy 
4:02:45 PM Judge Samuel Reviews file 
Hoagland 
4:04:27 PM McKay Explains wanting to set hearing date for motions 
4:05:02 PM State's Attorney Explains what needing motion 
4:08:44 PM Judge Samuel Sets hearing at 9/23 @ 2:00 pm 
Hoagland 
4:09:13 PM State's Attorney Will be submitting the notes under seal, has 1 witness 
4:10:31 PM Judge Samuel State will file their response by 9/7, asks any responses 
Hoagland 
4:10:58 PM Defense Counsel Intends to call witnesses regarding priveliged information 
4:19:46 PM State's Attorney All offers are revoked 
4:19:56 PM Defense Counsel Nothing further 
4:20:04 PM McKay Would like to discuss access to counsel, ask for 
reasonable accomadation to have defendant call counsel 
4:21:23 PM Manweiler Joins in request 
4:21:59 PM State's Attorney Objects to oral motion, objection to court getting involved 
in administration of jail 
4:23:08 PM Defense Counsel This is a constititional issue 
4:23:30 PM Judge Samuel Valid objection, state has 7 days to respond to motion, will 
Hoagland take up motion on the same date and time as other 
motions, defense file motions regarding issue 
4:26:09 PM End of Case 
4:26:09 PM 
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) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
FOURTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Fourth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. c{) 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this c51:iay of September, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
(Consolidat,~d with Case No. 
CR-FE-201·l-10815) 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' 
MOTION 1['0 COMPEL 
ACCESS TO COUNSEL 
Defendant Anthony Robins, through his attorneys, respectful y moves this Court for an 
Order compelling the State ofldaho and officials at the Ada County Jail to permit him reasonable 
access to a telephone in order to call his defense attorneys. Mr. Robins is presently being denied 
reasonable access to counsel as described in Mr. Robins" oral motion for this relief made in open 




court on September 2, 2015 - which the state opposed. The denial of this access denies Mr. 
Robins his constitutional right to effective assistance of counsel. Mr. Robins now brings this 
motion, which is based on the Fifth, Sixth and Fourteenth Amendment to the United States 
Constitution and Article I, Section 13 of the Idaho Constitution, to address this ongoing 
deprivation of this constitutional right. This motion is supported by a memorandum of law and a 
declaration of counsel contemporaneously filed. ,._ 
DATED this Z day of September, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
Scott McKay 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
/\-
1 HEREBY CERTIFY that on this..!_ day of September, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated 
below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street ,I- Faxed (208-287-7709) 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock -- Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 ~ Faxed (208-424-3100) 
Boise, ID 83701 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
139 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 ;\"' Faxed (215-985-4416) 
Scott McKay 
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Scott McKay 
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303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83 70 I 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
-
:~~S~E~P~--;:::-::8:::::--,.,2-01-,&~3~~ 
QHA4STOPHER D. RK;H, a.rk 
Illy IAAA W~HT 
D!l"lfTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
VS. 











,---CASE NO. CR.,f-E-2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CR-FE-2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO COMPEL ACCESS TO 
COUNSEL 
I. INTRODUCTION AND FACTUAL SUMMARY 
Mr. Robins is presently incarcerated at the Ada County Jail and is locked down 23 hours 
per day. See State's Response Brief to Defendant's Motion to Sever, p. 9. During the one hour a 
day that Mr. Robins is permitted out of his cell, he may shower, use the day room, go outside and 
have access to the telephone. Id. The one hour that Mr. Robins is let out of his cell each day 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ACCESS TO 




varies and often occurs during non-business hours. 1 Declaration of Counsel, p. 2. The Ada 
County Jail will not permit Mr. Robins access to the telephone to call his attorneys at times other 
than the one hour period he is let out of his cell each day. Id. The result of the forgoing is that 
Mr. Robins has been unable to contact his attorneys when it is necessary for him to do so. Id. 
For these reasons, Mr. Robins brought an oral motion on September 2, 2015 to request 
the Court's assistance in addressing the denial of his right to access counsel which denies Mr. 
Robins' right to effective assistance of counsel to which he is constitutionally entitled. The oral 
motion was joined by co-defendant John Douglass who, through counsel, expressed his similar 
inability to call defense counsel during the limited time allowed for telephone access. The State 
opposed Mr. Robins' oral motion on September 2, 2015, arguing essentially that the Court 
should not interfere with the administration and running of the Ada County Jail. The Court 
declined to impose any relief but instructed Mr. Robins to file a written motion by September 8, 
2015, which will be taken up for hearing along with other motions on September 23, 2015. 
Accordingly, Mr. Robins now brings this motion to address the ongoing deprivation of his 
constitutional right to contact his counsel and to request that the Court order the State of Idaho 
and the officials at the Ada County Jail to provide Mr. Robins reasonable access to a telephone to 
contact his lawyers during business hours. 
1 For example, on September 2, 2015, the day Mr. Robins made his oral motion for 
access to counsel before this Court, Mr. Robins was let out of his cell between 6:00am and 
7:00am MDT. 
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II. ARGUMENT 
"The right to the effective assistance of counsel at trial is a bedrock principle in our 
justice system." Martinez v. Ryan,_ U.S._, 132 S. Ct. 1309, 1317 (2012). "[I]t is well 
settled that the right to counsel means the right to effective assistance of counsel.. .. " State v. 
Ruth, 102 Idaho 638,642,637 P.2d 415,419 (1981), citing State v. Clayton, 100 Idaho 896,606 
P.2d 1000 (1980); State v. Tucker, 97 Idaho 4,539 P.2d 556 (1975). The enforcement of this 
right requires the ability to engage in continuous and ready communication by counsel with the 
client and vice versa, so that counsel may discharge her or his obligation to timely investigate the 
case and keep the client apprised of all significant developments. See Baldayaque v. United 
States, 338 F.3d 145, 152 (2d Cir. 2003). 
The requirements for a fair trial include an opportunity for meaningful consultation with 
counsel. Riggins v. Nevada, 504 U.S. 127, 137 (1992), Stricklandv. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 
690 (1984), Geders v. United States, 425 U.S. 80, 91 (1976), Powell v. Alabama, 287 U.S. 45, 57 
(1932). The further principles underlying all these holdings is that the government may not 
impose any unnecessary restriction or impediment to the exercise of such rights, Geders, 425 
U.S. at 91, and that trial judges must affirmatively safeguard those rights. Turner v. Murray, 476 
U.S. 28, 36 (1986); Dusky v. United States, 362 U.S. 402 (1960). 
When the government prevents counsel and client from engaging in meaningful 
communication, this "constitutes a violation of the right to effective assistance per se, and 
requires reversal." Strickland, 466 U.S. at 686; Riggins, 504 U.S. at 137; Geders, 425 U.S. at 91. 
In the present case, the State is denying Mr. Robins effective assistance of counsel by not 
permitting him access to a telephone at a time when he can contact his lawyers. His only access 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO COMPEL ACCESS TO 
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to the telephone occurs when he is let out of his cell for one hour a day. Mr. Robins is expected 
to use this one hour to contact his lawyers, while at the same time attending to his personal 
hygiene by taking a shower, minimally exercising by going outside and contacting his family -
which is located out of state. Moreover, this hour outside of his cell often occurs at a time 
outside of business hours when Mr. Robins is unable to reach his lawyers - or if during business 
hours, for such a limited period that his lawyers may not be available or at the office when Mr. 
Robins calls. 
This Court has an obligation to affirmatively safeguard Mr. Robins' right to effective 
assistance of counsel and should order the Ada County jail authorities to reasonably 
accommodate Mr. Robins' access to the telephone to call his attorneys. 
III. CONCLUSION 
Based on the foregoing, this Court should grant the instant motion and order the State of 
Idaho and the officials at the Ada County Jail to provide Mr. Robins reasonable access to a 
telephone to contact his lawyers during business hours. ,._ 
DATED this 8' day of September, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
A 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this t day of September, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated 
below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered --
200 West Front Street ~ Faxed (208-287-7709) 
Boise, ID 83702 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 ---:P Faxed (208-424-3100) 
Boise, ID 83701 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
13 9 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 _k_ Faxed (215-985-4416) 
~v 
Scott McKay 
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CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CR-FE-2014-10815) 
DECLARATION OF SCOTT McKAY 
IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANT 
ROBINS' MOTION TO COMPEL 
ACCESS TO COUNSEL 
1. I am local counsel for Defendant Anthony James Robins. Jr. In my capacity as local 
counsel for Mr. Robins, I am assisting lead counsel, attorney Brian McMonagle, on an as-needed 
basis. Mr. McMonagle is a partner in the above named law firm located in Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania. He has been admitted in this case pro hac vice. 
DECLARATION OF SCOTT McKAY - Page 1 
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2. I submit this declaration in support of a contemporaneously filed motion to compel 
access to counsel. Where indicated, my declaration is based on information that has been 
provided to me by our client, Mr. Robins. Neither Mr. Robins nor I intend this to constitute a 
waiver of Mr. Robins' right to attorney client privileged communication to any greater extent 
than indicated herein. 
3. I am advised by Mr. Robins that he is locked down twenty-three hours a day and may 
only use the phone during the one hour per day that he is allowed outside his cell. Upon 
information and belief, I am further aware that during this hour, Mr. Robins is also expected to 
shower and may use the phone to contact his family which is located out of state. I am aware 
from my conversations with Mr. Robins that the one hour he is allowed outside his cell varies 
and often occurs outside of business hours. For example., Mr. Robins advised that he was let out 
of his cell between 6:00am and 7:00am on September 2, 2015 when I made an oral motion before 
this Court to address this issue - which the State opposed. On many days, I do not arrive at my 
office prior to 7:00am. 
4. I am advised by Mr. Robins that he has been unable to contact his lawyers at times that 
he has needed to call his lawyers because of the limited time he is permitted telephone access. 
This ends my declaration. I declare under penalty of perjury, pursuant to the law of the 
State of Idaho, that the foregoing is true and correct to the best of my knowledge, information 
and belief. 
~ 
DATED this ~ day of September, 2015. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
"-
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this f day of September, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated 
below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street A' Faxed (208-287-7709) 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock -- Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 ~ Faxed (208-424-3100) 
Boise, ID 83701 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
139 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered --
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 _j:_ Faxed (215-985-4416) 
~~ 
ottMcKay 







JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Id. 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
-
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CRFE 2014 0010815 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STATE'S RESPONSE BRIEF 
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION 
FOR ORDER TO SHOW 
CAUSE 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu and Scott Bandy, Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorneys for Ada County, State ofldaho, and makes the following response to defense 
counsel's motion for order to show cause: 
Robins has claimed the State violated his Sixth Amendment right to counsel by 
seizing and reviewing written notes he made in jail, that were covered by the attorney-
client privilege. Robins has claimed the court should dismiss the charges or disqualify the 
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/ prosecutor's office because his Sixth Amendment right was violated. The court must deny 
Robins motion because he has failed to meet his burden to prove the notes were covered by 
the attorney client privilege and he has failed to articulate any prejudice; a requisite 
finding the court must make before granting any relief for a Sixth Amendment violation. 
I. 
Applicable Legal Standards 
A. General Legal Standards 
The Sixth Amendment provides that "[i]n all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall 
enjoy the right ... to have the Assistance of Counsel for his defence." U.S. Const., 
amend. VI. This right which attaches to state court prosecutions through the Fourteenth 
Amendment, Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, 342-45, 83 S.Ct. 792, 795-97, 9 
L.Ed.2d 799 ( 1963 ), is implicated when the government interferes with the confidential 
relationship between a criminal defendant and his counsel. Weatherford v. Bursey, 429 
U.S. 545, 554-58, 97 S. Ct. 837, 843-45, 51 L. Ed. 2d 30 (1977); Clutchette v. Rushen, 
770 F.2d 1469, 1471 (9th Cir. 1985), cert. denied, 475 U.S. 1088, 106 S. Ct. 1474, 89 L. 
Ed. 2d 7'29 ( 1986), cited in Navarro v. Adams, 419 F. Supp. 2d 1196, 1201 (C.D. Cal. 
2006) 
B. Legal Standards Applicable to the Basis of Defendant's Motion to Dismiss 
1. The Attorney-Client Privilege 
The attorney-client privilege does not cover all communication between a lawyer and 
a client. "The [attorney-client] privilege only protects confidential disclosures made by a 
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client to an attorney in order to obtain legal advice, ... as well as an attorney's advice in 
response to such disclosures." United States v. Bauer, 132 F.3d 504, 507(9thCir.1997) 
(quoting United States v. Chen, 99 F.3d 1495, 1501 (9th Cir. 1996)) (emphasis omitted). 
"The fact that a person is a lawyer does not make all c01mnunications with that person 
privileged." United States v. Martin, 278 F.3d 988, 999 (9th Cir. 2002) (citing Chen, 99 
F .3 d at 150 I). "The attorney-client privilege is strictly construed because it impedes full 
and free discovery of the truth," Id. (quoting Weil v. lnv./Jndicators, Research & Mgmt., 
Inc., 647 F.2d 18, 24 (9th Cir. 1981); accord United States v. Plache, 913 F.2d 1375, 
1379 (9th Cir. 1990). "[T]he privilege stands in derogation of the public's 'right to every 
man's evidence' and as 'an obstacle to the investigation of the truth,' [ and] thus, ... '[i]t 
ought to be strictly confined within the narrowest possible limits consistent with the 
logic of its principle."' In re Horowitz, 482 F.2d 72, 81 (2d Cir. 1973). The party 
asserting the privilege has the burden of establishing the privileged nature of the 
communication. Bauer, 132 F.3d at 507 (citing Ralls v. United States, 52 F.3d 223,225 
(9th Cir. 1995)) (emphasis added); accord In re Grand Jwy Subpoenas, 144 F.3d 653, 
659 (10th Cir. 1998) cited in United States v. Ruehle, 583 F.3d 600,607 (9th Cir. 2009). 
In Idaho, for the attorney-client privilege to apply to a communication, two 
findings are requisite: ( 1) the communication must be confidential within the meaning of 
the rule, and (2) the communication must be made between persons described in the rule 
for the purpose of facilitating the rendition of professional legal services to the client. 
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State v. Jancsek, 302 Or. 270, 730 P.2d 14, 17 ( 1986) cited in State v. Allen, 123 Idaho 
880, 885-86, 853 P.2d 625,626 (Ct. App. 1993). 
a. Confidential Communication 
General statements, by either the client or their attorney are clearly not privileged 
since they are not attorney-client communications. Compton v. Compton, 10 I Idaho 328, 
338 (Idaho 1980) In Compton, an affidavit by a client's attorney in which the attorney 
disclosed a discussion the attorney had with an accountant did not discuss 
communications and therefore was not covered by the privilege. Id. To constitute a 
"confidential" communication the communication must "not be intended to be disclosed 
to third persons." Farr v. Mischler, 129 Idaho 201. 207,923 P.2d 446,452 (Idaho 1996). 
In detennining whether the communication was intended to be disclosed to third 
persons, the court can consider the circumstances of how the communication was kept or 
stored. Id at 207. In Farr, the Idaho Supreme Court concluded a letter kept in a file 
which was sold as an asset of a corporation did not fall within the attorney-client 
privilege because the client's failure to remove the letter constituted a waiver of the 
privilege. 
"'Farr's argument fails because he did not act in a manner indicating that the 
communication was to be confidential. The letter was kept in PNI's files, all of 
which were sold to the respondents as an asset of the corporation. Farr's failure to 
remove the letter constitutes a waiver of his privileged communication claim.'' Id. 
In Farr, the client argued the disclosure of the letter was "inadvertent" disclosure 
of privileged communication and urged the court to follow other jurisdictions that held 
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inadvertent disclosure did not constitute a waiver of the privilege. The Idaho Supreme 
Court held, "inadve1ient disclosure" was not applicable in the case because the letter was 
not obtained in response to voluminous discovery request. 
"We find no reason for the application of an inadvertent discovery rule 
when the challenged document was not ordered to be produced, but rather 
was transferred as an asset of the corporation. Because Farr failed to treat 
Exhibit Q [the letter] as confidential the district court correctly concluded 
that it should not have been excluded as a privileged communication. Farr 
at 207. 
The subjective intent of the party asserting the privilege is only one factor to be 
considered in detennining whether waiver should be implied. Weil v. Investment/ 
Indicators, Research and Management, Inc., 64 7 F .2d 18, 24 (9th Cir. 1980) 
b. Sixth Amendment Violations- Substantial Prejudice 
"Despite the high approbation our system has for the attorney-client privilege, the 
United States Supreme Court has twice held that government invasion of the privilege or 
the defense camp is not sufficient by itself to cause a Sixth Amendment violation. The 
defendant must have been prejudiced by such actions." United States v. Hernandez, 93 7 
F.2d 1490. 1493 (9th Cir. 1991) (citing United States v. Morrison, 449 U.S. 361,365, 
IOI S. Ct. 665. 66 L. Ed. 2d 564 (1981), and Weathe1fordv. BurseA 429 U.S. 545,558, 
97 S. Ct. 837, 51 L. Ed. 2d 30 (1977)). Relying on Weatherford, and its own decision in 
United States v. Glover, 596 F .2d 857 (9th Cir. 1979), the Ninth Circuit has held that: 
"'mere government intrusion into the attorney-client relationship, although 
not condoned by the comi, is not of itself violative of the Sixth 
Amendment right to counsel. Rather, the right is only violated when the 
STATE'S RESPONSE ATTORNEY-CLIENT MEMO Page 5 
000234
-
i_ntrusion substantially prejudices the defendant. United States v. lrwin:1 
612 F .2d 1182, 1186-87 (9th Cir. 1980). 
In order to show that the government's alleged intrusion into the attorney-client 
relationship amounted to a violation of the Sixth Amendment, a defendant must show, at 
a minimum, that the intrusion was purposeful, that there was communication of defense 
strategy to the prosecution, or that the intrusion resulted in tainted evidence. United 
States v. Fernandez, 388 F .3d 1199, 1240 (9th Cir. 2004 ). "Substantial prejudice results 
from the introduction of evidence gained through the interference against the defendant 
at trial, from the prosecution's use of confidential information pertaining to defense plans 
and strategy, and from other actions designed to give the prosecution an unfair advantage 
at trial." Williams v. Woociford:1 306 F.3d 665,683 (9th Cir. 2002). 
In Irwin, the Ninth Circuit held that prejudice may be demonstrated when (1) 
evidence gained through the interference is used against the defendant at trial; (2) the 
prosecution uses confidential information pertaining to the defense plans and strategy; 
(3) the government's interference destroys the defendant's confidence in his attorney; and 
( 4) from other actions designed to give the prosecution an unfair advantage at trial. Id. 
"Placing the burden on the defendant in such cases makes good sense, for the defendant 
is in at least as good a position as the government to show why, and to what degree, a 
particular piece of evidence was damaging." United States v. Danielson, 325 F .3d 1054, 
1070 (9th Cir.2003) 
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If the defendant claims the information obtained is regarding the defendant's trial 
strategy, showing pr~judice can become more dit1icult. Danielson, 325 F.3d at 1071-72. 
Addressing this difficulty, the Ninth Circuit has adopted a two-step burden shifting 
framework. Id. First a defendant bears the burden of establishing a primafacie case that 
the government affirmatively acted "to intrude into the attorney-client relationship and 
thereby obtain the privileged information." Id. at 1071. Second, once that prima facie 
case is established, the burden shifts to the government to "show by a preponderance of 
that evidence, that all of the evidence it proposes to use, and all of its trial strategy, were 
derived from legitimate independent sources." Id. at 1072 ( quoting Kastigar v. United 
States, 406 U.S. 441, 92 S. Ct. 1653, 32 L. Ed. 2d 212 (1972)) (quotation marks 
omitted). If the government is unable to meet this burden, then "the defendant has 
suffered prejudice" and the Sixth Amendment rights of the defendant have been violated. 
Id. 
c. Remedies for Violations 
Cases involving Sixth Amendment deprivations are subject to the general rule that 
remedies should be tailored to the injury suffered from the constitutional violation and 
should not unnecessarily infringe on competing interests. In Gideon v. Wainwright, the 
defendant was totally denied the assistance of counsel at his criminal trial. In Geders v. 
United States, supra, Herring v. New York. supra, and Powell v. Alabama, 287 U.S. 45 
(1932 ), judicial action before or during trial prevented counsel from being fully effective. 
In Black v. United States, 385 U.S. 26 (1966), and O'Brien v. United States, 386 U.S. 
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345 ( 1967), law enforcement officers improperly overheard pretrial conversations 
between a defendant and his lawyer. None of these deprivations, however, resulted in the 
dismissal of the indictment. Rather. the conviction in each case was reversed and the 
Government was free to proceed with a new trial. 
Similarly, when, before trial, but after the institution of adversary proceedings, the 
prosecution has improperly obtained incriminating infonnation from the defendant in the 
absence of his counseL the remedy characteristically imposed is not to dismiss the 
indictment but to suppress the evidence or to order a new trial if the evidence has been 
wrongfully admitted and the defendant convicted. Gilbert v. California, supra: United 
States v. Wade, supra; Massiah v. United States, supra. In addition, certain violations of 
the right to counsel may be disregarded as harmless error. Compare Moore v. Illinois, 
supra, at 232, with Chapman v. California, 386 U.S. 18, 23, and n. 8 (1967). 
The approach has been to identify and then neutralize the taint by tailoring relief 
appropriate in the circumstances to assure the defendant the effective assistance of 
counsel and a fair trial. The premise of prior cases is that the constitutional infringement 
identified has had or threatens some adverse effect upon the effectiveness of counsel's 
representation or has produced some other prejudice to the defense. Absent such impact 
on the criminal proceeding, however. there is no basis for imposing a remedy in that 
proceeding, which can go forward with full recognition of the defendant's right to 
counsel and to a fair trial. 
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More particularly~ absent demonstrable prejudice, or substantial threat thereof, 
dismissal of the indictment is plainly inappropriate, even though the violation may have 
been deliberate. This has been the result reached where a Fifth Amendment violation has 
occurred, and courts don't suggest that searches and seizures contrary to the Fourth 
Amendment warrant dismissal of the indictment. The remedy in the criminal proceeding 
is limited to denying the prosecution the fruits of its transgression. United States v. 
Morrison, 449 U.S. 361, 364-66, 101 S.Ct. 665, 667-69 (1981) 
II. 
Facts Relevant to Robins' Claim 
On January 6, 2015, Robins was arrested in Northern California and transported to 
the Ada County Jail on January 19, 2015. Robins was provided with a copy of the Ada 
County Jail Inmate Handbook and acknowledged he would "take the time to familiarize 
myself [himself] with the Handbook and Rules of the facility and ask any questions he 
had". Robins signed this acknowledgement on the day he was booked into the jail on 
January 19, 2015. The signature was witnessed by Deputy Dennis Estrada. On page 6 of 
the handbook, Robins acknowledged reviewing a paragraph titled "Contraband" that read: 
Contraband 
While in the Ada County Jail, there is no expectation of privacy. 
You and your property can be searched for contraband at any time. You 
must not possess contraband. Contraband is anything that is not issued or 
authorized by this facility, anything which has been altered from its original 
form or anything that is no longer being used for its originally intended 
purpose. You may be disciplined for any contraband found in your personal 
area or your possession. 
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Contraband may be disposed of, held for display, used as evidence, or placed 
in your property. Disposition of contraband is at the discretion of jail staff. 
Inmates are not reimbursed for items confiscated as contraband. 
On page 14 of the jail handbook Robins acknowledged reviewing, is a paragraph 
titled "Searches" that read: 
Searches 
Random searches are conducted to ensure cleanliness, to facilitate the safety 
of inmates and staff, and to detect and prevent illegal activities. Deputies 
may search anything or anyone, anywhere, at any time. 
Robins and Douglas' joint preliminary hearing occurred on March 23, 2015, and 
both defendants were bound over to district court. Robins and Douglas have been in 
separate cells and locked down twenty three hours a day. Each is allowed out of their cells 
for one hour a day. During this time, they are permitted to enter a "dayroom" where they 
can watch T.V., make phone calls, go outside and shower. Douglas and Robins use 
separate day rooms and have never been housed within a cell of each other. During 
recorded phone calls to his mother and Lance Robertson, Douglas has admitted he has 
attempted to "talk through the vents" to Robins. Douglas has not been allowed to freely 
talk to Robins since his arrest back in July of 2014. 
On May 11, 2015, Robins received two boxes of discovery from his attorney that 
were ultimately stored in the law library. That day, Robins sent a kite to Deputy Lutz 
requesting to look over the boxes of discovery stored in the law library. Deputy Lutz 
responded to Robins in writing on May 12, 2015, stating Robins could come for 2 hours, 
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that day, from 10:00 a.m to12:00 p.m .. Deputy Lutz escorted Robins to the law library for 
two hours. Upon return, she allowed Robins to take some of his discovery back to his cell. 
On May 13, 2015, James Kreider an inmate being held on an unrelated case at the 
Ada County Jail, sent a "kite" to the staff at the Ada County Jail. Mr. Kreider' s kite was 
received by the staff and emailed to the State's attorneys. The kite read: 
"like to speak to the lead detective for Homicide cases concerning 
cases of A. Robins and John Douglas. If you come to speak to me 
please bring the lead detective and lead prosecutor Attorney in this 
case. 
Please don't pull me out until the prosecutor is present w/you. I only 
want to be pulled out once. Please let me know A.S.A.P.-This is not 
a waste of your time. 
DO NOT return this kite please. 
On the same date, at 8:09 a.m., Deputy Gabe Usog notified Mike Miraglia, one of 
the Boise Police Detectives working on the homicide case, Kreider wanted to "talk about 
the double homicide". Deputy Usog emailed the kite and mugshot of Kreider to Det. 
Miraglia. The email read: 
Mike, 
This inmate wants to talk about the double homicide case you are working 
with on John C. Douglas and Anthony J. Robins. He is in custody on 
"unlawful possession of a firearms by a person previously convicted of a 
felony" (CRFE-0002290) and an IDOC Prison Board Warrant. 
He has been housed a few cells down from Douglas from March 9, 2015 
through April 10, 2015 
He was moved and housed a few cell down from Robins from April 10 
through present. 
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A few months ago, the Robins and Douglas were somehow able to 
communicate and we believe it was through the vent system. I moved 
Douglas and he is now a whole housing unit away from Robins. Call me if 
you have questions. 
Gabe 
On May 13, 2015, at 10:38 a.m., Brett Judd, the state's attorney prosecuting 
Kreider, emailed his attorney indicating a kite had been received requesting contact on an 
unrelated case. The email read: 
Dear Mr. Bujak, 
Since you represent Mr. Kreider, I would like you to know that Mr. Kreider 
has sent a kite through the jail to talk to the lead Detective on an unrelated 
case. We wanted to inform you of this request and assure you that we will 
make no inquiries into his pending matters or any criminal conduct by your 
client. We believe it is informational in nature and don't anticipate that it will 
be very useful. The Detective plans to visit Mr. Kreider tomorrow morning. 
Thank you. 
Brett Judd 
On May 13, 2015, at 2:22 p.m., Mr. Bujak responded to Brett Judd. The email read: 
Mr. Judd, 
Mr. Kreider is facing a parole revocation proceeding in addition to the new 
pending charges in CR-FE-2014-12039. It is highly likely that his parole 
will be revoked and he will top out his sentences in CR-2007-30524 
(Canyon County - Agg DUI) and CR-2008-8622 (Ada County - DUI [F]), 
meaning he will be spending time in prison through November 30, 2018. 
If Mr. Kreider agreed to plead guilty in CR-FE-2014-12039 (Unlawful 
Possession of a Firearm), what would the State's position be on running his 
sentence concurrently with his other felony sentences? It seems to me that if 
Mr. Kreider will be spending the next 3.5 years in prison regardless of the 
outcome in the current case, there might be some room to negotiate a 
resolution short of trial. 
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Thank you for your consideration. 
John T. Bujak 
On May 13, 2015, at 4:28 p.m., Mr. Judd responded to Mr. Bujak. The email read: 
Mr. Bujak, 
At this time I am unwilling to recommend a concurrent sentence. I do not 
think Judge Moody would go along with a concurrent sentence either. I am 
planning on looking at his prior cases to see when his last PSI was done. If 
it was done in either 2007 or 2008, I might file a motion in that case to get 
access to it. Even if a PSI was only done in his first two felonies, I might 
still file the motion. To be honest, I would like more information about Mr. 
Kreider, especially about the Robbery charge that was later reduced. 
Thanks. 
Brett 
On May 13, 2015, at 6:51 p.m., Mr. Bujak responded to Mr. Judd. The email read: 
Brett, 
Thank you for your email. I think Judge Moody could be convinced to go along 
with a concurrent sentence ifwe jointly recommended it, but I can appreciate you 
wanting to do more research into Kreider's background and criminal history. I 
would stipulate regarding access to the prior PSI' s. 
On a separate note: I met with Kreider this afternoon to discuss the pending case 
as well as his request to see a detective. I advised Kreider not to speak with law 
enforcement unless an attorney was present. Kreider has a letter between two 
inmates, John Douglas and Anthony Robins, Jr. The letter, written by Douglas, is 
an attempt to coordinate their stories to minimize liability for Robins. It also 
discusses how Douglas "bodyed" (killed) two people. Kreider wants to broker the 
letter for a deal in his case. 
I have no idea how useful the letter might be and I am not familiar with the 
evidence in the Douglas and Robins cases. If you or your office are interested, 
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please let me know. I expect Kreider will want a deal that would keep him out of 
prison (for his own safety) if he gives up the letter and the knowledge related to 
how he came to possess it. 
John 
The above email string was forwarded to the State's attorneys on Robins' case, May 
14, 2015, at 9:06 a.m .. Sgt. Justin Ivie, then searched James Kreider's cell looking for the 
Douglas letter and found nothing. Deputy Brooks, at the direction of Deputy Ivie then 
searched Robins' and Douglas' cell looking for the Douglas letter. Deputy Brooks 
recovered notes in Robins property bin of the cell he shared with inmate Gilberto Garza. 
Deputy Brooks made this entry in the log sheet at 5: 10 p.m.: 
Cell searched. Removed minor trash, leftover food and minor contraband. Also 
removed pieces of note paper with hand written writing on them per Sgt. Ivie in 
reference to an on going investigation. Papers delivered to Sgt. Ivie for prosecution 
and booked in to evidence per Sgt. Ivie. 
Brooks 
Deputy Ivie emailed the State's attorney a copy of the notes on May 14, 2015 at 4:29 p.m. 
The email read: 
Here you go Shelley. 
This was sitting in Anthony Robins property bin next to his discovery. I 




Twenty-one (21) minutes later at 4:50, the State's attorney emailed the notes to 
Robins' attorney. The email to Mr. McMonagle read: 
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Mr. Robins' cell was tossed today. This was found in his property bin. It was 
booked into evidence. 
Shelley Akamatsu 
On May 15, 2015, James Kreider's attorney came into the prosecutor's office and 
turned over the letter Kreider had given him. 
III. 
Analysis 
To prove a Sixth Amendment violation, Robins must prove the notes were 
confidential communications, made between him and his attorney, for the purpose of 
facilitating the rendition of professional legal services to him. 
The six (6) pages of seized notes are not addressed to anyone. Nor are they titled or 
labeled with anything that indicated Robins intended to communicate the statements to 
anyone. The notes are not titled or labeled with anything that indicated they were notes 
related to future conversations Robins intended to have with his attorney such as "legal 
work", "legal mail", "attorney notes", "attorney questions", "for McMonagle", "legal 
questions" etc. The notes are not titled or labeled with anything a layperson would write 
that indicated they intended the notes to be confidential such as, "private", "secret", "off 
the record", "classified", "confidential". 
Five (5) out of the six (6) pages contained statements Robins wrote about the case. 
Page 2 consisted of five questions that were accurately listed in Robins' motion and will be 
submitted under seal to the court for an in camera review. The questions on page two (2) 
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appear to be the type a criminal client would ask a criminal defense attorney although they 
are not addressed to anyone or labeled. 
It is Robins' burden to prove the seized notes were confidential communications, 
made between him and his attorney, for the purpose of facilitating the rendition of 
professional legal services to him. It is Robins' burden to prove he acted in a manner 
indicating the notes were to be confidential. Farr at 207. The notes were kept in a 
property bin that Robin's knew was subject to search at any time and he made no effort to 
cover them or keep them private with labeling or folded inside of his books. The notes 
could have easily been accessed and read by a third party: Robins roommate Gilberto 
Garza. Robins actions are inconsistent with his claim the notes were confidential as to 
only he and his attorney. Placing the notes into an area he knew would be searched, 
without any privacy label and accessible to his roommate constituted a waiver of the 
privilege. 
Robins relies on essentially one circumstance to prove the notes were protected by 
the privilege. Robins indicated in his motion he subjectively believed the notes were 
confidential because he made them at the direction of his attorney to discuss together in the 
future. However, subjective belief is but one factor for the court to consider. The court 
must still consider whether Robins' waived the privilege because he kept the notes, without 
any label, in a bin he knew would be searched. The court must still consider whether 
Robins' waived the privilege by allowing a third party the access and ability to read the 
unlabeled notes, twenty-three (23) hours a day. 
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Robins cited Nordstrom v. Ryan, 762 F.3d 903 (9th Cir. 2014) in support ofhis 
motion. However, Nordstrom is factually distinct from Robins' case. In Nordstrom, a 
prison guard intentionally opened an inmate's letter, sealed in an envelope, addressed to his 
attorney, labeled "Legal Mail". In Nordstrom, there were no facts suggesting the inmate 
waived the privilege. In Robins' case, he has failed to meet his burden the notes were 
covered by the privilege. 
Even if the court determined Robins' notes were covered by the privilege, he must 
still prove he was prejudiced by the seizure and review of the notes. Robins' claim that the 
seizure and review of his notes prejudiced him is bare and conclusory. Robins has 
completely failed to articulate any prejudice from the search and seizure of his notes. 
For example, in the last paragraph of his motion on page 9, "Mr. Robins is 
prejudiced by the state's possession of information concerning his case to which it would 
otherwise not be entitled" should go on to explain how, where and why he was prejudiced 
related to the contents of the notes. Continued on page 10, "This impairs his right to due 
process and his ability to receive a fair trial" should go on to explain how or why Robins' 
ability to receive a fair trial and receive due process was affected related to the content of 
the notes. Continuing on page 10, "It also impairs Mr. Robins' rights under the Sixth 
Amendment to effective assistance of counsel and more immediately impairs and chills his 
ongoing communications with defense counsel" should go onto explain specifically, how 
and why labeling his future notes wouldn't suffice. It is Robins' burden to describe, 
articulate and prove prejudice from the seizure and review of his notes. Robins' has 
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completely failed to analyze or explain the most important part of proving a Sixth 
Amendment violation; the prejudice he has suffered. If Robins' articulates a specific 
description or analysis of prejudice in his reply brief, the State reserves the right to 
respond. Robins has not alleged there was any information related to his trial strategy 
contained within the notes and so the Danielson prejudice analysis is not applicable. 
Since Robins failed to articulate what prejudice he suffered related to the contents 
of the notes, it is impossible for the court to grant him any relief because the remedy must 
be tailored to the claimed injury. If Robins' were able to prove some prejudice related to 
his notes, the court would be required to tailor the remedy solely to the injury Robins was 
able to prove. The remedy characteristically imposed in these types of Sixth Amendment 
violations pretrial is not to dismiss the case, but to simply suppress the evidence. Gilbert 
v. Calffornia, supra; United States v. Wade, supra; Massiah v. United States, supra. In 
addition, certain violations of the right to counsel may be disregarded as harmless error. 
Compare Moore v. Illinois, supra, at 232, with Chapman v. California, 386 U.S. 18, 23, 
and n. 8 (1967). This has been the result reached where a Fifth Amendment violation 
has occurred, and courts don't suggest that searches and seizures contrary to the Fourth 
Amendment warrant dismissal of the indictment. The remedy in the criminal proceeding 
is limited to denying the prosecution the fruits of its transgression. United States v. 
Morrison, 449 U.S. 361, 364-66, 101 S.Ct. 665, 667-69 (1981). Absent Robins 
identifying and proving how the notes contained information that '"tainted" him, there is 
nothing for the court to neutralize. 
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Absent Robins proving an impact on the upcoming trial. there is no basis for 
imposing a remedy in that proceeding, which can go forward with full recognition of the 
defendant's right to counsel and to a fair trial. 
WHEREFORE, the State prays for an order denying Robins' motion for relief. 
DATED this -~-~-day of September, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
&~~V--
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
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and correct copy of the foregoing Response to Motion to Jack McMahon and Brian 
McMonagle, Mark Manweiller and Scott McKay via email 
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STATE'S RESPONSE BRIEF 
TO DEFENDANT'S MOTION 
TO COMPEL 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu and Scott Bandy, Deputy Prosecuting 
Attorneys for Ada County, State of Idaho, and make the following response to defense 
counsel's motion for order to compel: 
Robins and Douglas have claimed they have "been unable to contact his [their] 
attorneys when it is necessary for him [them] to do so" because they are only permitted to 
use the telephone an hour a day. Robins and Douglas have claimed this violates their Sixth 
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Amendment right to counsel. To prevail, Robins and Douglas must first prove they have 
"been unable to contact his [their] attorneys when it is necessary for him [them] to do so" 
because they are only permitted to use the telephone an hour a day. 
Douglas has been in custody at the Ada County Jail since November 24, 2014. 
Robins has been in custody at the Ada County Jail since January 19, 2015. Both Robins 
and Douglas are housed in the maximum security unit at the Ada County Jail pursuant to 
their classification levels. In the maximum security unit, each inmate is allowed out of 
their cell one hour a day to go to the dayroom. While in the dayroom, the inmate may 
shower, watch T.V., read books, use the telephone or go outside. 
The dayroom schedule predictably changes every day by moving forward one hour. 
If an inmate is out from 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 a.m. one day, the next day he is at out 7:00 a.m. 
to 8:00 a.m., and the next day, 9:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. The earliest time out is 6:00 a.m. 
and the latest time out is 7:00 p.m. Once an inmate reaches the 7:00 p.m. time out of his 
cell, it begins over at 6:00 a.m. the following day. It takes two weeks to go through the 
entire day room schedule 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m. 
The attorney visits Douglas and Robins can have are unlimited. They can occur 
' 
twenty-four (24) hours a day without any prior notice to the jail. Douglas and Robins are 
not restricted on the amount of letters they may write to their attorneys. If they are 
indigent, the jail provides paper, envelopes, a pen and postage for their legal mail Douglas 
and Robins can also spend separate time in the law library by sending a written request to 
Deputy Lutz. 
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Robins has been in the maximum unit since January 19, 2015, which is two hundred 
and thirty-five (235) days. Robins has dialed 1,071 calls out and completed 494 calls out 
for a total time of one hundred and forty-nine ( 149) hours on the phone. Out of the 1,071 
phone calls out, Robins has never dialed his attorney of record, Brian McMonagle at either 
his cell or office phone. Out of these 1,071 phone calls out, Robins has dialed local 
counsel four (4) times, three of which occurred on the same day. These four calls will be 
further analyzed later in the State's response. Out of the 1,071 phone calls Robins has 
dialed, only .3% of them were to one of his attorneys. 
Douglas has been in the maximum unit since November 24, 2014, which is two 
hundred and seventy-one (271) days. Douglas has dialed 525 calls out and completed 169 
calls out for a total of forty-two (42) hours on the phone. Out of the 525 calls out, Douglas 
dialed his previous attorney of record, Anthony Geddes, only twice. Douglas has dialed 
his current attorney of record, Jack McMahon, 91 times and the calls were answered 
twenty-six (26) times for total time of three (3) hours on the phone. Douglas has dialed his 
local attorney of record, twenty-six (26) times, and the calls were answered six (6) times 
for a total time of approximately seventeen ( 17) minutes on the phone. These calls to his 
attorneys will be further analyzed later in the State's response. Out of the 525 calls 
Douglas has dialed, only 22 % of them were to his attorneys. 
In another pending motion, Robins has alleged privileged notes were seized from 
his cell in May of 2015. The month of May, 2015, would arguably be a month during 
which it was necessary for Robins to talk to one of his attorneys. The State has examined 
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the call schedules and phone records for both Robins and Douglas during the month of 
May, 2015, to determine whether they were able to contact his [their] attorneys when it is 
necessary for him [them] to do so. 
Robins and Douglas have claimed the phone schedule in the maximum security unit 
has caused them to be unable to communicate with their attorneys "when necessary". 
Both claim this is because the phone schedule ''varies" and "often occurs during non-
business hours". The phone schedule is on a two week rotation and is rigidly predictable. 
The only ''variation" to the schedule is that the time out to use the phone moves forward an 
hour a day. For instance, in May 2015, Robins was out of his cell on Friday, May 1, 2015 
at 7:00 a.m. Robins knew the next day, he would be out at 8:00 a.m. and two weeks from 
May 1, 2015, he would begin again at 7 :00 a.m ... See attached calendars for May, 2015. 
Both Robins and Douglas have attorneys of record that reside and practice on the 
East coast. The Eastern Standard Time Zone is two hours ahead of the Mountain Standard 
Time Zone. Robins and Douglas also have attorneys who reside and practice in the 
Mountain Standard Time Zone. When Robins and Douglas are scheduled out of their 
cells at 6:00 a.m. MST, they can still reach their East coast attorneys during "business 
hours" as it would be 8:00 a.m. When Robins and Douglas are scheduled out of their cells 
at 3:00 p.m. and 4:00 p.m. MST, they call still reach their local attorneys during "business 
hours". The only "non-business" hours for either Mountain or Eastern Times Zones would 
be when Dougl~ and Robins are released at 5:00 p.m., 6:00 p.m. or 7:00 p.m. In May, 
2015, there were 31 days to the phone schedule. Only six ( 6) of the thirty-one (31) days or 
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19%, occurred at 5:00 p.m., 6:00 p.m. or 7:00 p.m. on the phone schedule during "non-
business hours". 
The State has provided Robins and Douglas copies of their phone records from May 
1, 2015 to May 31, 2015. The state has also provided attorney visitation logs for both 
defendants. The State has analyzed those records and created a chart regarding their phone 
usage and attorney visits for the month ofMay, 2015. See attached "Calls & Visits 2015" 
In May, 2015, Douglas made a total of 57 calls, 10 went through and 4 7 were not 
answered. Out of the 57 calls, Douglas called his attorney twelve (12) times and none of 
them were answered. On May 4, 2015, Douglas called his attorney twice during his time 
out that began at 10:00 a.m. and there was no answer. On May 5, 2015, Douglas called his 
attorney four ( 4) times during his time out that began at 11 :00 a.m. and there was no 
answer. On May 6, 2015, Douglas called his attorney three (3) times during his time out 
that began at 12:00 p.m., and there was no answer. On May 8, 2015, Douglas called his 
attorney seven (7) times during his time out that began at 2:00 p.m., and there was no 
answer. On May 15 2015, Douglas called his attorney twice during his time out that began 
at 7:00 a.m. (MST) 9:00 a.m. (EST) and there was no answer. On May 19, 2015, Douglas 
called his attorney once during his time out that began at 11 :00 a.m. and there was no 
answer. On May 22, 2015, Douglas called his attorney twice during his time out that 
began at 2:00 p.m. and there was no answer. Douglas was able to call his attorney during 
"business hours" the month of May, 2015, but his attorney never answered his calls. The 
phone schedule, necessary for the security and safety of the inmates in the maximum 
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security unit, was not the reason Douglas couldn't talk to his attorney. Douglas' phone 
records clearly indicated he called on seven (7) different days during business hours, but 
his attorney never answered. 
In May, 2015, Robins made a total of 142 calls, 55 went through and 87 were not 
answered. Robins also had two (2) attorney visits, four (4) video visits, and sent or 
received four ( 4) text messages. Out of the 14 2 calls, Robins called his local attorney three 
(3) times, all on May 15, 2015, and none of them were answered. Robins made these three 
calls during his time out that began at 6:00 a.m. (MST) and 8:00 a.m. (EST). Robins never 
called his attorney of record on the East coast. Also on May 15 2015, Robins called and 
spoke with his sister and asked her to call the local attorney and have him come to "see 
him". On May 18, 2015, Robins' local attorney met with him at the Ada County Jail. 
Robins was able to tell his sister on a Friday, to call the local attorney and tell him to come 
to the jail so he could talk to him. Counsel obviously received the message because the 
visitation logs indicated the local attorney visited that Monday, May 18, 2015. The 
rotating phone schedule, necessary for the security and safety of the inmates in the 
maximum security unit, was not the reason Robins couldn't talk to one of his attorney on 
May 15, 2015. Robins never called his East coast attorney on May 15, 2015. 
The court must deny Robins' and Douglas' motion to compel because they have 
failed to meet their burden to prove the rotating phone schedule has denied them access to 
their counsel. All four (4) attorneys have twenty-four (24) hour access to Douglas and 
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Robins at the jail. The rotating phone schedule only limits the time when defense counsel 
can talk to their clients on the phone, not in person or through letters. 
Robins and Douglas claim the phone schedule has made communication with their 
East coast attorneys difficult because they cannot come to jail since they don't live in 
Idaho. However, out of the 1,071 phone calls Robins has dialed, he has never ever called 
his East Coast attorney. Ever. All the calls Douglas made in May, 2015, were during 
business hours and his attorney still didn't answer 12 out of the 12 calls. Douglas' 
difficulty communicating with his East coast attorney is due to the attorney's availability 
anytime. The court must therefore deny Robins' and Douglas' "motion to compel" 
because they have failed to prove they have been unable to contact their attorneys or that 
the reason is due to the phone schedule. 
In support of his motion to compel, Robins' counsel wrote "[t]he requirements for a 
fair trial include an opportunity for meaningful consultation with counsel." Counsel then 
cited these cases: Riggins v. Nevada, 504 I J.S. 127, 137 (1992), Strickland v, 
Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 690 (1984), Geders. v, United State, 425 U.S. 80, 91 (1976), 
Powell v. Alabama, 287 IJ.S, 45, 57 (1932) 
From the State's perspective, Powell, Geders, Strickland, and Riggins and all 
have marginal application because they all dealt with whether a defend?Jlt's right to 
counsel was denied during a trial and evaluating whether it affected the fairness of the 
proceeding. None of the cases addressed whether a pretrial detainee was denied counsel 
when phone access was on a rotating schedule, while unlimited, twenty-four (24) hour 
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physical access was available. Powel and Geders are not applicable because they dealt 
with absolute bars to defense counsel. 
In Powell, nine (9) African American juveniles were arrested for raping two white 
girls in Alabama on a train. At their arraignment in their capital case, the trial court 
didn't inquire if they wanted to hire their own attorneys and gave them no opportunity to 
do so. Instead, the trial court appointed "the entire bar" to represent them at their 
arraignment. Their trial began six ( 6) days later and as of the morning of trial, they still 
did not have an attorney designated to represent them. In reversing the convictions, the 
U.S. Supreme Court held the designation of counsel was either so indefinite or so close 
upon the trial as to amount to an actual complete denial of counsel. 
In Geders, the trial court issued an order preventing the defendant in a federal 
criminal prosecution, from consulting with his counsel "about anything" during a 17-
hour overnight recess in the trial between his direct- and cross-examination. This 
absolute bar deprived the defendant of his right to counsel. 
Strickland is also inapplicable because the court found defense counsel did 
consult with his client and the client suffered no prejudice. In Strickland, the defendant 
plead guilty to three capital murder charges. During the plea, the defendant told trial 
court that although he had committed a string of burglaries, he had no significant prior 
criminal record and that at the time of his criminal spree he was under extreme stress 
caused by his inability to support his family. The trial judge told respondent that he had 
"a great deal of respect for people who are will to step forward and admit their 
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responsibility." Defense counsel consulted with the defendant, but did not seek out 
character witnesses or request a psychiatric examination. Defense counsel presented no 
evidence regarding the defendant's character and emotional state. Instead, it was 
defense counsel's judgment that it was advisable to rely on the plea colloquy for 
evidence as to such matters, preventing the State from cross-examining the defendant or 
presenting psychiatric evidence of its own. Defense counsel also did not request a 
presentence report because it would have included the defendant's criminal history and 
undermined the claim he didn't have significant prior criminal record. The trial court 
sentenced the defendant to death and the Florida Supreme Court affirmed. The 
defendant filed a habeas corpus petition in Federal District Court claiming he received 
ineffective assistance of counsel, violating his right to counsel. The United States 
Supreme Court affirmed the defendant's death sentences and determined counsel 
performed as a result of reasonably professional judgment and the defendant failed to 
prove counsel's actions during sentencing prejudiced him. 
The Riggins case also has marginal application. In Riggins, a defendant had 
been administered antipsychotic drugs following his arrest for murder and robbery. Toe 
defendant filed a motion to be taken off the drug until after the trial and the court denied 
the motion. Despite holding an evidentiary hearing wherein four different psychiatrists 
testified about the effects of the drug on the defendant, the district court denied the 
motion without making any determinations as to whether the medication was needed. 
Toe U.S. Supreme Court reversed Riggins' convictions because the trial court made no 
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findings whether the forced administration of the medication affected the substance of 
his communication with counsel. 
None of these cases use the words "meaningful communication" as cited in 
Robins' motion. Defense counsel in this case has unfettered physical access to 
communicate with both Robins and Douglas. Whether or not the communication Robins 
and Douglas are having is "meaningful" is not affected by the phone schedule, but rather 
whether they choose that time to call their attorneys or are successful in getting ahold of 
them. During the six (6) days that occurred during "non-business" hours of the phone 
schedule, both Robins' and Douglas' attorneys had twenty-four (24) hour access to visit 
with them at the jail. Both Robins and Douglas could still write unlimited letters to their 
attorneys. During the six (6) days that occurred during "non-business" hours, both Robins 
and Douglas could have still called any of the four attorneys' offices and left messages to 
come talk to them at the jail. All of their attorneys had working cell phone numbers they 
could have called during the six (6) days that were scheduled during "non-business hours". 
In support of his motion to compel, Robins' counsel wrote "The further principles 
underlying all these holdings is that the government may not impose, any unnecessary 
restriction or impediment to the exercise of such rights, Geders, 425 U.S at 91, and that 
trial judges must affirmatively safeguard those rights. Turner v. Murray, 476 U.S. 28, 36 
(1986); Dusky v. UnitedStates, 362 U.S. 402 (1960). However the "rights" at issue in 
Turner and Dusky were not the Sixth Amendment right to counsel. 
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In Turner, the United States Supreme Court held the trial judge failed to adequately 
protect the defendant's right to an impartial jury by refusing to inform jurors in a capital 
case of the race of the victim and questioning them on the issue of racial bias. The holding 
in Turner indicated the trial court must protect the defendant' right to an impartial jury, 
never addressed the defendant's right to counsel. In fact, the court specifically held that 
because this was a capital case, they scrutinized the proceedings to a greater degree. 
Robins' and Douglas are not facing the death penalty. 
In Dusky, the defendant was convicted in Federal District Court. The United States 
Supreme Court reversed the conviction because the district court failed to make 
appropriate findings that the defendant had the ability to consult with his attorney. The 
district court merely determined the defendant was oriented to time and place and applied 
the wrong test to determine competency to stand trial. The holding in Dusky is limited to 
whether the court applied the correct test in a competency setting. 




/ 7 day of September, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this l't day of September, 2015, I provided a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing Response to Motion to Jack McMahon and Brian 
McMonagle, Mark Manweiller and Scott McKay via emtlk ~ , 
. ~&--
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Robins Calls/Visits May 2015 
Date Day Time Out Calls 
MST 
Mayl Friday 6a.m. *1 call accomplice No answer 
*1 call sister 20 min 
May2 Saturday 7a.m. *1 video visit with sister 29 min. 
*1 text message to girlfriend 
May3 Sunday 8a.m. *1 call sister 20 min 
*1 call girlfriend No answer 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
*2 calls to unk. No answer 
*1 call unk. 12 min. 
May4 Monday 9 a.m. *1 call unk. 20 min. 
* call unk. 20 min. 
*2 calls sister No answer 
*1 call accomplice No answer 
*1 unk. no answer 
*receives text message from girlfr. 
Mays Tuesday l0a.m. *2 calls girlfriend 40 min. 
*lcall accomplice no answer 
*lcall sister no answer 
*1 unk. no answer 
May6 Wednesday lla.m. *lcall girlfriend no answer 
*1 call sister 8 min. 
*lcall accomplice no answer 
*lcall unk. no answer 
*2 calls girlfriend 35 min. 
May7 Thursday 12p.m. *2 calls sister no answer 
*3 unk. no answer 
*4 calls girlfriend 28 min. 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
*1 text to girlfriend 
May8 Friday lp.m. *3 calls sister no answer 
*1 unk. no answer 
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*1 call accomplice 19 min. 
*3 calls sister 28 min. 
May9 Saturday 2 p.m. *2 calls accomplice 40 min. 
May10 Sunday 3 p.m *1 call unk. 20 min. 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
*1 video visit with sister 28 min. 
May 11 Monday 1:45 pm. *Meets with Local Attorney 
4p.m *1 call sister 20 min. 
*1 call friend 20 min. 
*2 calls unk. no answer 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
May 12 Tuesday 5 p.m *3 calls unk. no answer 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
*1 call sister. 20 minutes 
May 13 Wednesday 6p.m *lcall accomplice no answer 
*1 call unk. no answer 
*1 call unk. 19 min. 
May 14 Thursday 7p.m *1 call unk. 19 min. 
*1 call accomplice 20 min. 
May 15 Friday 6 a.m. *1 call sister no answer 
*3 calls local atty. no answer 
*7 calls sister no answer 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
*1 call sister. 12 min. (call atty.) 
*1 call sister 1 min. 
May 16 Saturday 7a.m. *1 call sister no answer 
*2 calls sister 38 min. 
May 17 Sunday 8a.m. *2 calls sister no answer 
*lcall accomplice no answer 
*2 calls sister 21 min. 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
*1 call unk. no answer 
May18 Monday 9a.m. *2 calls accomplice no answer 
*1 call unk. no answer 
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*2 calls unk. 15 min. 
*1 video visit with sister 29 min. 
-
1:30 p.m. Meets with Attorney 
May19 Tuesday l0a.m. *3 calls accomplice no answer 
*1 call sister 20 min. 
*4 calls to unk. no answer 
May20 Wednesday lla.m. *3 calls accomplice no answer 
*1 call sister 20 min. 
*1 call unk. 20 min. 
May21 Thursday 12 p.m. *1 call sister. 20 min. 
*2 calls unk. no answer 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
*1 call accomplice 20 min. 
*2 calls unk. no answer 
*1 call sister no answer 
May 22 Friday 1 p.m. *1 call unk. no answer 
* 2calls accomplice no answer 
*1 call sister no answer 
*1 call accomplice 20 min. 
*1 call sister 17 min. 
*1 call unk. Seattle 8 min. 
May23 Saturday 2p.m. *1 call david miles 20 min. 
*1 call sister 11 min. 
*3 calls accomplice no answer 
*1 call sis no answer 
May24 Sunday 3p.m *1 call friend 19 min 
*1 video visit with sister 28 min. 
May25 Monday 4p.m *2 calls accomplice no answer 
*1 call sister 20 min. 
May26 Tuesday 5 p.m *1 call accomplice 19 min. 
May27 Wednesday 6p.m *1 call friend 20 min. 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
May28 Thursday 7p.m *1 call accomplice 20 min. 
*1 call unk. no answer 




/ May 29 Friday 6a.m. *1 call sister no answer 
*lcall accomplice no answer 
*3 calls sister 40 min. 
*1 text sent to girlfriend 
May30 Saturday 7a.m. No calls 
*1 video visit with sister 29 min. 
May31 Sunday 8 a.m. No calls 
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Douglas Calls/Visits May 2015 
Date Day Time Out Calls 
MST 
May 1 Friday 7 a.m. 
May2 Saturday 8 a.m. 
May3 Sunday 9 a.m. *1 call Mom 20 min. 
May4 Monday 10a.m. *2 calls atty. no answer 
*2 calls accomplice 40 min. 
Mays Tuesday lla.m. *4 calls atty. no answer 
May6 Wednesday 12 p.m. *3 calls atty. No answer 
May7 Thursday 1 p.m. 
May8 Friday 2 p.m. *7 calls atty. no answer 
*2 calls accomplice no answer 
May9 Saturday 3 p.m *3 calls accomplice no answer 
May 10 Sunday 4p.m *1 call Mom 20 min. 
*1 call accomplice no answer 
Mayll Monday 5 p.m 
May12 Tuesday 6p.m 
May 13 Wednesday 7p.m *1 call Mom 20 min. 
*2 calls accomplice no answer 
May14 Thursday 6a.m. 
MaylS Friday 7 a.m. *2 calls attorney no answer 
May16 Saturday 8a.m. *2 calls accomplice no answer 
May17 Sunday 9a.m. *1 call Mom 20 min. 
May18 Monday 10 a.m. *4 calls accomplice no answer 
May19 Tuesday lla.m. *3 calls accomplice no answer 
*1 call attorney no answer 
May20 Wednesday 12 p.m. *4 calls accomplice no answer 
*3 calls mom no answer 
May21 Thursday 1 p.m. *2 calls accomplice no answer 
May22 Friday 2 p.m. *2 calls attorney no answer 
*2 calls accomplice28 minutes 
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/ May23 Saturday 3p.m 
May24 Sunday 4p.m *1 call Mom 20 minutes 
May25 Monday 5 p.m 
May26 Tuesday 6p.m 
May27 Wednesday 7p.m *1 call Mom 20 minutes 
May28 Thursday 6 a.m. 
May29 Friday 7 a.m. 
May30 Saturday 8 a.m. 
May31 Sunday 9 a.m. 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• qc. ~ r-,Lfcl.l .;.,,,·,._________ _ ____ PM ___ _ 
SEP 1 5 2015 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH mDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
SIXTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Sixth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this /Llt!' day of September, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 








NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
-
SEP 16 2015 
CHRISTOPHER 0. RICH, Clerk 
By SARA MARKLE 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION 
FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING 
TRANSCRIPT 
Defendant Anthony Robins, through his attorneys, moves this court to order that a copy 
of the previously prepared transcript of the preliminary hearing be provided to him at his own 
expense. 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING TRANSCRIPT - Page 1 
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-
This motion is based upon Rule 5.2 of the Idaho Criminal Rules. A copy of the transcript 
is necessary to the preparation of the defense in this case. 
r--
DATED This /(, day of September, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
~ ~-2s-
Scott McKay ~ 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING TRANSCRIPT - Page 2 
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-
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
.l""-----
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this /{p day of September, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated 
below: 
Shelley Akamatsu _____d::_ Mailed 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered --
200 West Front Street Faxed --
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler __K_ Mailed 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock -- Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 Faxed --
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 _/ 
Jack McMahon y Mailed 
139 N. Croskey Street ' Hand Delivered --
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 Faxed --
fax 215-985-4416 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING TRANSCRIPT - Page 3 
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• 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
!==-=--=--=--=filo_~_M-('-(1--+-c-:; 
SEP 1 8 2015 
OHRi8TOPHER 0. RICH, CMM1< 
lylAAAWA4GHT 
EM!PIJTY 
IN Tiffi DISTRICT COURT OF Tiffi FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
Tiffi STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR Tiffi COUNTY OF ADA 
Tiffi STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
SEVENTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Sixth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this .U day of September, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
~~ sheleyW. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 




SEP \ S 2,0,s 
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2 2 2015 
C\er\t CHF:lSTOPHEF1 D. nlCH, Clerk 
IN THE DISTRICT co~9~0fl FOURTH WDICIAL DISTRIC~ 5f>; :,:1:1:~ Ht\ROY 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 












ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant. 
CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
ORDER FOR PRELIMINARY 
HEARING TRANSCRIPT 
Defendant, having moved the court for a copy of the preliminary hearing transcript, 
pursuant to I.C.R. 5.2(a), IT IS ORDERED that: 
A transcript of the preliminary hearing which has been previously prepared shall be 
delivered to counsel for Defendant. 
DATED Thi~ ~September, 2015. 
ORDER FOR PRELIMINARY HEARING TRANSCRIPT - Page 1 
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oagland/Nelson/Tiffany Fler 092315 - Courtroom504 
Time Speaker Note 
01:01:22 PM CRFE14.10815 State v. John Douglas Mnt 
to Sever 
01:01:26 PM CRFE15.00126 State v. Anthony Robins Mntto 
Sever 
02:09:40 PM Judge cases 
02:09:48 PM counsel Bandy/Akamatsu present for state, McMahon/ 
McMonagle/McKinne present for defendants, defendants 
present 
02:10:45 PM Judge reviews 3 motions 
02:12:11 PM Akamats inquires on the reply to response 
u 
02:12:23 PM Defense prepare to argue to response to 
Attorney 
02:12:47 PM Judge take up Def Robins Motion to S.C, will just take up as regular 
motion 
02:13:24 PM McKay argues/ calls witness to present evidence 
02:14:19 PM McKay mark and hold a Subpoena duces tecum, offer 
02:15:16 PM Judge inquires 
02:15:44 PM McKay responds, just like to have Subpoena part of the file and take 
judicial Notice 
02:16:23 PM State no obj 
Attorney 
02:16:33 PM Judge will take judicial notice of the Subpoena duces tecum 
02:17:15 PM Defense mo.exclude witness 
Attorney 
02:17:24 PM State no obj 
Attorney 
02:17:26 PM Judge so ordered 
02:17:30 PM Defense calls Dept. Cory Brooks, sworn in, direct 
Attorney 
02:23:44 PM Defense represent to the court don't have the emails 
Attorney 
02:23:56 PM Defense can't direct 
Attorney 
02:39:31 PM State cross 
Attorney 
02:44:58 PM ct moved to 10, 22 to admit, no obj, adm 
02:45:32 PM State direct 
Attorney 
02:50:04 PM Judge inquires witness 
02:50:41 PM McKay re-direct 
9/23/2015 1 of 4 
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-oagland/Nelson/Tiffany Fisher 092315 - Courtroom504 
02:52:45 PM counsel stip to be marked and offered and under sealed 
02:53:02 PM Judge inquires counsel 
02:53:14 PM State mark 23, and under sealed 
Attorney 
02:54:10 PM Judge mark 23, admit and put under seal, make copies for all partes 
02:59:37 PM State re-cross 
Attorney 
03:01:05 PM McKay calls Dept. Timothy Roller, sworn in direct 
03:16:18 PM State cross 
Attorney 
03:19:03 PM Defense direct 
Attorney 
03:20:11 PM Judge witness excused. 
03:20:20 PM Mckay calls Justine Ivie, sworn in Direct 
03:35:52 PM State 1-11 moved, 
Attorney 
03:36:04 PM Defense no obj 
Attorney 
03:36:23 PM Judge 1-11 adm 
03:36:27 PM State corss 
Attorney 
03:40:06 PM Defense obj, specutlation 
Attorney 
03:40:10 PM Judge overruled 
03:40:13 PM State cross 
Attorney 
03:41:13 PM Defense obj, leading 
Atty 
03:41:22 PM Judge overruled 
03:41:34 PM State cross 
Attorney 
03:56:38 PM Defense re-direct 
Attorney 
03:58:04 PM State obj ask an answer 
Attorney 
03:58:11 PM Defense con't re-direct 
Attorney 
04:03:38 PM State re-cross 
Attorney 
04:03:57 PM Judge witness is excused. 
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oagland/Nelson/Tiffany Fler 092315 - Courtroom504 
04:04:11 PM Defense no further arguments 
Attorney 
04:04:22 PM State additional info 
Attorney 
04:12:46 PM Judge back on record, 
04:22:15 PM State no evidence, just records move 12-21 
Attorney 
04:22:46 PM Defense no obj 
Attorney 
04:22:48 PM Judge 12-21 adm 
04:22:58 PM State conclude evidence 
Attorney 
04:23:08 PM Judge 23 exhibit will need to go to evidence coord, sealed, and make 
copy for counsel 
04:23:48 PM McMona argues sesure of evidence and phone records. 
gle 
04:32:33 PM State aruges - deny motion to dismiss, mo/disqualify p.a. 
Attorney 
04:41:24 PM McMona response 
gle 
04:44:51 PM Judge will take under advisement 
04:45:18 PM Judge let's take up mo. relief mo/joinder 
04:45:31 PM McMona argues 
gle 
04:53:23 PM Judge comments about the other co-defendant trial in front of J. 
Norton 
04:53:41 PM McMona con't arguments 
gle 
04:56:50 PM State argues/responds 
Attorney 
05:09:24 PM McMona final response 
gle 
05:12:23 PM Judge will take under advisement 
05:12:30 PM Judge moved to last motion 
05:12:45 PM Manweile inquires if the letter is under seal 
r 
05:13:01 PM Judge responds, 
05:13:09 PM State we will produce this letter at trial even this case is severed. 
Attorney 
05:13:38 PM Judge comments 
05:13:46 PM McMona response 
gle 
05:14:41 PM Judge take up mo. to compel access to counsel 
05:14:56 PM McKay argues motion 
9/23/2015 3 of4 
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05:19:28 PM Judge inquires to Mr. Manweiler about a formal notice of Jointer 
09/08/15 
05:19:57 PM Manweile argues motion 
r 
05:21:55 PM State argues 
Attorney 
05:28:26 PM McKay final response. 
05:30:14 PM Manweile final response 
r 
05:31:26 PM Judge ruling, motion for access is denied, unless the defense shows 
clear violation 
05:33:14 PM Judge other 2 motion will take under advisement 
05:33:26 PM Adjourn. 
05:33:26 PM 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
Judge Samuel Hoagland /Ric Nelson 
District Judge Clerk 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 














Shelly Akamatsu & R. Scott Bandy 
Ada Co Prosecutor 
Defendant's Counsel: 
BRIAN J. MCMONAGLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
1845 WALNUT STREET, 19THFLOOR 
PHILADELPIITA PA 19103 
JEFFREY MCKINNIE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
POBOX9469 
BOISE ID 83707 
BY NO. DESCRIPTION STATUS 
Plf 1 Pg 6, 7, 14, ACJ Inmate Handbook Adm 
Plf 2 Handbook Ack. Signed by Robins Adm 
Plf 3 Kite from Robins Deputy Lutz 5/11/15 Adm 
Plf 4 Email From Deputy U sog 05/13/15 Adm 
Plf 4a Kite written by James Kreider Adm 





























4b Mugshot James Kreider Adm 
5 Email from Brett Judd to John Bujak 5/13/15 Adm 
6 Email from John Bujack to Bret Judd 05/13/15 Adm 
7 Email from Brett Judd to John Bujack 05/13/15 Adm 
8 Email from John Bujak to Bret Judd 05/13/15 Adm 
9 4 Emails from Ivie to Akamatsu 5/14/15 Adm 
10 Robins Log Sheet 4/19/15 -5/14/15 Adm 
11 1 pg email Ivie/ Akamatsu 05/21/15 Adm 
12 Phone Records of Robins Adm 
13 Phone Records of Robins 1/19/15-9/8/15 (68 pgs) Adm 
14 Phone Records of Robins 11/25/14-9/8/15 (40 pgs) Adm· 
15 Phone Rcords of Douglas Adm 
16 Call Summary Robins Adm 
17 Call Summary Douglas Adm 
18 Video Visit for Robins Adm 
19 Text Record for Robins Adm 
20 ASCO Atty Visiting Log Robins Adm 
21 ASCO Atty Visiting Log Doglas Adm 
22 Photo of Property bin from ACJ Adm 
23 Notes written by defendant (Marked Sealed) Adm 






















JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Id. 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
:~ /~---
SEP 24 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 













CRFE 2014 0010815 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STATE'S SUPPLEMENT TO 
RESPONSE BRIEF TO 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO 
SEVER 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and makes the following supplement to its response to defense 
counsel's motion to sever: 
The sole basis of Robins' written motion to sever was that a joint trial would be 
prejudicial to him because he would not get to cross-examine Douglas. The State's 




tten brief was in response to the sole basis counsel alleged. Counsel did not file a 
written reply brief. 
During the hearing on the motion, counsel for the State emphasized, Robins' 
motion to sever must be denied because Douglas' statement was admissible against 
Robins under the statement against interest hearsay exception and Bruton wasn't 
implicated Therefore, Robins had failed to demonstrate the prejudice required for 
severance. 
During his rebuttal argument, for the first time, Robins' counsel argued the court 
should sever the trial because he would be permitted to attack the declarant's (Douglas') 
credibility under I.R.E. 806 and the State would then be permitted to rebut what he 
presented essentially causing mini trials. 
There would be no mini trials under the Idaho Rules of Evidence as claimed by 
counsel. Robins' counsel would only be permitted to attack Douglas' credibility, within 
the confines of the Rules of Evidence and not in the way described by Robins' counsel. 
Counsel could only attack Douglas' credibility for truthfulness under either I.R.E. 608 or 
I.R.E. 609. However, both rules are extremely limited and would not permit the State to 
present rebuttal evidence and cause mini trials. 
Under I.R.E. 608, Robins' counsel could present a witness's testimony that in their 
opinion, Douglas was not a truthful person. However, as spelled out in the rule, counsel 
would not be permitted to present any extrinsic evidence of the specific acts that form the 




asis of the witness's opinion. See LR.E. 608 (Specific instances of the conduct of a 
witness, for the purpose of attacking or supporting the credibility, of the witness, other 
than conviction of crime as provided in Rule 609, may not be proved by extrinsic 
evidence.) There would, be no "specific acts" for the State to rebut as claimed by 
Robins' counsel during the hearing and therefore no "mini trials". Robins' counsel could 
present a witnesses testimony that Douglas had a reputation for untruthfulness, but would 
not be permitted to present any evidence of the specific acts that form the basis of the 
witness's testimony about reputation. There would, therefore, be no "specific acts" for 
the State to rebut as claimed by Robins' counsel during the hearing and no "mini trials". 
The court can easily instruct the jury any reputation or opinion evidence Robins' counsel 
presented was only to be considered for the limited purpose of determining Douglas' 
credibility as it related to his letter. This is the purpose of curative instructions. 
The only other rule implicated would be I.R.E. 609, if Douglas had qualifying 
criminal convictions within the last ten years. However, Douglas' criminal record was 
provided to counsel in the multiple discovery packets months ago. Robins' counsel 
knows Douglas has only one prior conviction that would potentially qualify under this 
rule. In 2007, Douglas was convicted of Possession of Crack Cocaine with the Intent to 
Sell. However, "Arranging a drug transaction in and of itself is not probative of whether 
a person is truthful or untruthful." State v. Fernandez, 124 Idaho 381, 383, 859 P.2d 1389, 
391 (1993). A trial court should be cautious in considering whether a felony conviction 




r participating in the delivery of a controlled substance is sufficiently relevant when 
exploring its admissibility with respect to an issue of credibility under Rule 609(a). State 
v. Franco, 128 Idaho 815, 818 (Ct. App. 1996). Douglas' conviction was not for an 
actual delivery but mere possession which may not even be considered by the court 
probative of his untruthfulness. 
The defendants are properly joined because Douglas and Robins are alleged to 
have participated in the same act or transaction of murdering Calloway, Bailey and 
attempted murder of Juraska. The witnesses the State will present against Douglas are 
exactly the same as the witnesses against Robins. Since the case is properly joined, prior 
to granting severance under I.C.R.P. 14 the court must find Robins would suffer 
prejudice. The letter is admissible against Robins under the statement against interest 
exception to the hearsay rule. Since it is clearly a non-testimonial statement (between 
inmates) Robins has no right to cross examine Douglas and Robins has failed to 
demonstrate the prejudice required for severance. 
WHEREFORE, the State prays for an order denying the Robins' motion to sever. 
DATED this ~fSeptember, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
bclka~ 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 




CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
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McMahon and Brian McMonagle via email. 
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ORDER RE: POTENTIAL ATTORNEY 
CLIENT PRIVILEGED DOCUMENTS 
THIS MATTER comes before the Court on Defendant Robins' "Motion for Order to Show Cause 
and for other Appropriate Relief to Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege," filed on 
May 21, 2015. A hearing was held on September 23, 2015. The State provided the original notes at 
issue to the Court. (State's Exhibit 23.) As indicated, the Court made legible copies for both 
parties. Having now reviewed the notes that Defendant Robins claims are attorney-client privileged, 
the Court finds that the notes contain information that is highly sensitive to Mr. Robins' defense. 
Accordingly, the Court hereby ORDERS the State to produce (or return) all copies of Mr. Robins' 
notes in its custody or control, as well as all writings, including any notes, emails, or 
correspondence generated or received, in relation to the subject notes, and to deliver Mr. Robins' 
notes and documents to the Court in a sealed envelope with an itemized list of its contents for 
further disposition, pending a final decision by the Court on the Motions now pending. 
It is further ORDERED that the attorneys, investigators, and staff for the State shall not further read 
or review Mr. Robins' notes without further Court Order. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this lf~ of September, 2015. 
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~ oJow 
I hereby certify that on this S day of September, 2015, I mailed (served) a true and correct copy 
of the within instrument to: 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Interdepartmental Mail 
Mr. Scott McKay, Esq. 
Nevin, Benjamin, McKay & Bartlett LLP 
PO Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
Mr. Brian McMonagle, Esq. 
McMonagle, Perri, McHugh & Mischak 
1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Mr. Mark Manweiler, Esq. 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock 
PO Box 937 
Boise, ID 83701 
Mr. Jack McMahon, Esq. 
Attorney At Law 
139 N. Croskey St. 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
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Scott McKay 
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303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
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Brian J. McMonagle 
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(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
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Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins, Jr. 
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CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CR-FE-2014-10815 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' RESPONSE 
TO STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL 
BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR 
SEVERANCE 
On September 24, 2015, the State filed a Supplemental Brief in opposition to the 
Defendants' Motion for Severance. Specifically; the State argues that Mr. Robins would be 
severely limited in his ability to impeach co-defendant Douglass in a joint trial where the state is 
permitted to introduce Douglass' alleged letter against Mr. Robins. The State's response 
provides transparency to the travesty of justice that Mr. Robins would suffer at a joint trial. The 
State wishes to introduce evidence from an unavailable witness against Mr. Robins and then 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' RESPONSE TO STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SEVERANCE - I 
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prevent him from challenging the veracity of that witness. For this reason alone the Court should 
order severance so as to allow Mr. Robins to receive a fair trial unburdened by prejudicial 
hearsay evidence which strikes at the heart of due process. The State simply wishes to strip 
away all of Mr. Robins' constitutional rights by insisting on a joint trial and then preventing Mr. 
Robins from defending himself at such a trial. 
To be clear, Mr. Robins will be incapable of overcoming the prejudice that will occur if 
the Douglass statement is used against him. As the State correctly points out, Mr. Robins will be 
limited in his ability to adequately defend himself against this hearsay declaration. Not 
surprisingly the State also wants the Court to tie the hands of Mr. Robins' lawyers in their ability 
to rely on I.R.E. 806, 608 and 609. While we concede that these rules will not prevent an 
injustice if joint trials are ordered, we still contend that Mr. Robins will have every right to attack 
Mr. Douglass' credibility at a joint trial. 
I.R.E. 806 provides: 
Idaho Rules of Evidence Rule 806. Attacking and Supporting Credibility of Declarant. 
When a hearsay statement. or a statement defined in Rule 801 ( d)(2), (C), (D), or 
(E), has been admitted in evidence, the credibility of the declarant may be 
attacked, and if attacked may be supported, by any evidence which would be 
admissible for those purposes if declarant had testified as a witness. Evidence of 
a statement or conduct by the declarant at any time, inconsistent with declarant's 
hearsay statement, is not subject to any requirement that declarant may have been 
afforded an opportunity to deny or explain. If the party against whom a hearsay 
statement has been admitted calls the declarant as a witness, the party is entitled 
to examine the declarant on the statement as if under cross-examination. 
Rule 806 must be read in conjunction with I.R.E. 608 and 609. I.R.E. 608 provides: 
Idaho Rules of Evidence Rule 608. Evidence of Character and Conduct of Witness. 
(a) Opinion and reputation evidence of character. The credibility of a witness 
may be attacked or supported by evidence in the form of opinion or reputation, 
but subject to these limitations: ( 1) the evidence may refer only to character for 
truthfulness or untruthfulness, and (2) evidence of truthful character is admissible 
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only after the character of the witness for truthfulness has been attacked by 
opinion or reputation evidence or otherwise. 
(b) Specific instances of conduct. Specific instances of the conduct of a witness, 
for the purpose of attacking or supporting the credibility, of the witness, other 
than conviction of crime as provided in Rule 609, may not be proved by extrinsic 
evidence. They may, however, in the discretion of the court, if probative of 
truthfulness or untruthfulness, be inquired into on cross-examination of the 
witness concerning ( 1) the character of the witness for truthfulness or 
untruthfulness, or (2) the character for truthfulness or untruthfulness of another 
witness as to which character the witness being cross-examined has testified. 
(c) Effect of giving testimony. The giving of testimony, whether by an accused or 
by any other witness, does not operate as a waiver of the privilege ofthe witness 
against self-incrimination when examined with respect to matters which relate 
only to credibility. 
I.R.E. 609 provides in relevant part: 
[daho Rules of Evidence Rule 609, Impeachment by Evidence of Conviction of Crime. 
(a) General Rule. For the purpose of attacking the credibility of a witness, 
evidence of the fact that the witness has been convicted of a felony and the nature 
of the felony shall be admitted if elicited from the witness or established by public 
record, but only if the court determines in a hearing outside the presence of the 
jury that the fact of the prior conviction or the nature of the prior conviction, or 
both. are relevant to the credibility of the witness and that the probative value of 
admitting this evidence outweighs its prejudicial effect to the party offering the 
witness. If the evidence of the fact of a prior felony conviction. but not the nature 
of the conviction, is admitted for the purpose of impeachment of a party to the 
action or proceeding, the party shall have the option to present evidence of the 
nature of the conviction, but evidence of the circumstances of the conviction shall 
not be admissible. 
As such it is quite clear that Mr. Robins can impeach Mr. Douglass with evidence of 
relevant prior conviction and most importantly, opinion and reputation evidence as to his 
character for untruthfulness. For example in U.S. v. Borton, 937 F.2d 324 (ih Cir. 1991 ), the 
defense was permitted to impeach a declarant's credibility by asking an FBI agent about the co-
conspirator's criminal background. In U.S. v. Scott, 48 F.3d 1389 (5 th Cir. 1995), the Court 
ruled that defense counsel should have been able to impeach the declarant even if not present at 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' RESPONSE TO STATE'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF IN OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION FOR SEVERANCE - 3 
000290
-) 
trial. In U.S. v. Check, 582 F.2d 688 (2d Cir. 1978), the defense was permitted under Rule 806 
to show bias and motive to testify falsely by asking the witness if the informant was facing 
criminal charges in another proceeding. See also U.S. v. Abel, 469 U.S. 45 (1984) (proving bias 
by extrinsic evidence). 
Further, the State reads IRE 608(b) too narrowly. Trial courts have broad discretion to 
permit evidence of a witnesses character for truthfulness. In State v. Bergerud, 155 Idaho 705, 
316 P.3d 117 (Ct. App. 2013), review denied (Jan. 17, 2014) the trial court precluded the 
defendant from impeaching a witness on cross examination based upon that witnesses' 
conviction of a misdemeanor for lying to the police. The trial court held that such impeachment 
was not permissible under IRE 608 and 609 which the trial court held applies only to felonies. 
On appeal, the Idaho Court of Appeals held that the trial court erred in not separately considering 
the admissibility of such evidence under IRE 608(b) and the discretion of the trial judge to 
permit such evidence. 
Thus. while specific instances of the conduct of a witness, for the purpose of attacking or 
supporting the credibility, of the witness, other than conviction of crime as provided in Rule 609. 
may not be proved by extrinsic evidence. They may, however, in the discretion of the court, if 
probative of truthfulness or untruthfulness. be inquired into on cross-examination concerning ( 1) 
the character of the witness for truthfulness or untruthfulness, or (2) the character for truthfulness 
or untruthfulness of another witness as to which character the witness being cross-examined has 
testified. 
As noted by the Court in Bergerud, although Rule 608(b) prohibits extrinsic evidence of a 
witness's past conduct to attack credibility, it expressly allows cross-examination of the witness 
concerning instances of the witness's conduct if it is probative of the witness's truthfulness. Id; 
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citing, State v. Araiza, 124 Idaho 82, 90, 856 P.2d 872, 880 (1993); State v. Guinn, 114 Idaho 
30, 38. 752 P.2d 632, 640 (Ct.App.1988). With respect to whether the misdemeanor conduct 
was relevant, the Court further held that "[ m ]aking a false statement to a law enforcement 
officer, like perjury, is an act that is intimately connected to credibility. In fact, it is itself a 
crime. I.C. § 18-705. It not only indicates a willingness to be dishonest when it serves one's own 
interest, but a willingness to defy authority and break the law when doing so. 
The State concedes, as it must, that defendant Robins has the ability to parade witnesses 
to the stand who would testify to Mr. Douglass' reputation for being a liar - or their opinion in 
this regard. This is a case where the admissibility of impeachment evidence under I.R.E. 806 
will result in Mr. Douglass being exposed to incriminating evidence of bad character that he 
would not be exposed to in a separate trial. Certainly, defendant Douglass will also suffer 
enormous prejudice by a joint trial with defendant Robins. 
The State ignores the prejudice suffered by these defendants at a joint trial and yet allows 
a third defendant to receive the benefit of a separate trial. Stated simply, the State is not 
prejudiced in any way by separate trials. and if so ordered it would allow each defendant the 
ability to have a fair trial. 
s~ 
DATED this _I_ day of October, 2015. 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
0 Brian J. McMonagle 
NEVIN. BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
Scott McKay 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
S'-
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this_/_ day of October, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method 
indicated below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney r Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street Faxed 
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 K Faxed 
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
139 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 I Faxed 
fax 215-985-4416 
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By STEPHANIE HARDY 
DEPUTY 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
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MEMORANDUM DECISION AND ORDER 
RE: MOTIONS HEARD ON SEPTEMBER 
23,2015 
THIS MATTER comes before the Court on Defendant Anthony Robins' (1) Motion for Order to 
Show Cause and for other Appropriate Relief to Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client 
Privilege, 1 filed May 21, 2015, (2) Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder,2 filed June 12, 
2015, and (3) Motion to Compel Access to Counsel,3 filed September 8, 2015. An evidentiary 
hearing was held on September 23, 2015, wherein the Court denied Defendant Robins' Motion to 
Compel Access to Counsel and took the first two Motions under advisement. For the reasons set 
forth herein, Mr. Robins' Motion for Order to Show Cause and for other Appropriate Relief to 
Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege is GRANTED in part and DENIED in part, 
and Mr. Robins' Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder is DENIED. 
1 Mr. Robins also filed a Declaration of Scott McKay and Memorandum in Support of his Motion. On September 8, 
2015, the State filed a Response Briefto Defendant's Motion for Order to Show Cause. 
2 Mr. Robins also filed a Memorandum in Support of this Motion. The State filed a Response Brief to Defendant's 
Motion to Sever as well as a Lodging of Letter to Determine Severance, on August 27, 2015. Following the hearing, 
on September 24, 2015, the State also filed a Supplement to Response Brief to Defendant's Motion to Sever. On 
October I, 2015, Mr. Robins filed a Response to State's Supplemental Brief in Opposition to Defendant's Motion 
for Severance. The Court reviewed the arguments set forth in the supplemental briefing filed by both parties. 
Accordingly, the matter was formally taken under advisement as of October I, 2015. 
3 Mr. Robins also filed a Memorandum and Declaration of Scott McKay in Support of the Motion. Mr. Douglas 
filed a Notice of Joinder in the Motion to Compel Access to Counsel on September 8, 2015. On September 14, 
2015, the State filed a Response Briefto Defendant's Motion to Compel and Lodging of Robins' Notes. 




Mr. Robins has been charged with two counts of Aiding and Abetting Murder in the First Degree 
and one count of Aiding and Abetting Attempted Murder in the First Degree. His co-defendant 
is Mr. Douglas. Pending his trial on the charges, Mr. Robins is being held in the Ada County 
Jail. The present Motions arise out of events that took place during Mr. Robins' custody. 
In early May of 2015, Mr. Robins' counsel from Philadelphia sent Mr. Robins' local counsel 
about 6,000 pages of discovery materials.5 On May 11, 2015, local counsel delivered the 
discovery materials to the Ada County Jail and met with Mr. Robins on the same day.6 The Jail 
did not permit the materials to be stored in Mr. Robins' cell, so the materials were stored in the 
jail library where Mr. Robins could review them during designated hours.7 Local counsel 
advised Mr. Robins that his out-of-state counsel was planning to travel to Boise to meet with him 
in the near future. 8 Mr. Robins was further advised to take notes in preparation due to the 
substantial amount of discovery.9 On May 12, 2015, Mr. Robins was permitted to review the 
discovery materials and he took notes as he reviewed the materials.10 Mr. Robins did not mark 
the notes as confidential or attorney-client privileged, but he did store them in his property bin in 
his jail cell. 
4 The Findings of Fact are based on the Affidavit of Scott McKay and testimony from the September 23rd hearing 
from Deputy Corey Brooks, Deputy Timothy Roller, and Sargent Justin Ivie. 
5 McKay Deel. ,r 3. 
6 Id. at ,r 4. 
7 Id. at,r 3. 
8 Id. at,r 4. 
9 Id. 
IO Jd. at ,r 5. 
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Meanwhile, Sargent Justin Ivie received a call from the Ada County Prosecutor's Office 
regarding searching Mr. Robins' cell. The Prosecutor's Office had received information that Mr. 
Robins and Mr. Douglas may somehow be passing a note or letter back and forth by way of a 
third party inmate. Mr. Robins and Mr. Douglas are housed on different "tiers," and an inmate is 
not permitted to communicate with an inmate on a different tier. The Prosecutor believed that 
the third-party was housed on the same tier as Mr. Robins. The Prosecutor requested the jail to 
search Mr. Robins' cell to see ifthere were any notes or letters. Sargent Ivie instructed Deputies 
Corey Brooks and Timothy Roller to conduct a search of the third party inmate, Mr. Robins' cell, 
and Mr. Douglas' cell to look for any possible improper communication between the Defendants, 
which would be contraband. 
On May 14, 2015, the Deputies searched the third-party inmate's cell and did not find any 
handwritten notes or communications matching the description. The Deputies then searched Mr. 
Robins' cell, where they found four pages of handwritten notes in his property bin. An inmate's 
"property bin" is where an inmate is instructed to keep personal items, including papers that may 
relate to his case. However, inmates have also been known to hide contraband in their property 
bins. 
The Deputies believed that the notes could be what the Prosecutor was looking for, so they 
seized them. The Deputies did not find anything else that matched the objective of their search. 
The Deputies passed Mr. Robins' notes to Sargent Ivie, who then scanned and sent the notes to 
the Prosecutor, with an email saying that he was not sure if these were what the Prosecutor was 
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looking for, but that he hoped it would help. I I About 20 minutes later, the Prosecutor sent an 
email to defense counsel, which read as follows: "Mr. Robins' cell was tossed today. This was 
found in his property bin. It was booked into evidence."I2 The email contained a pdf attachment 
that was titled, "Robins, Anthony notes.pd£"13 
The Court has reviewed the notes, and the originals are sealed in the Court file. I4 Some of the 
notes appear to be written in a steam-of-consciousness manner and relate to facts in his case. It 
also appears that the notes relate to materials Mr. Robins reviewed from the discovery in his 
case. One page of the notes contains a list of questions that appear to be directed to Mr. Robins' 
attorney, including questions such as "How does the preliminary hearing work[?]". 
11 State's Response Attorney-Client Memo, p. 14. 
12 McKay Deel., Ex. A. 
13 Id. 
14 At the hearing, the Prosecutor provided the original notes (State's Exhibit 23) for the Court, because the previous 
copy provided to the Court was difficult to read as the copy was too light. Counsel for both sides indicated they 
would like to have a darker copy and, following the hearing, the Court Clerk made darker copies for counsel. While 
the matter has been under advisement, the Court reviewed Mr. Robins' notes, and found that the notes contain 
information that may be sensitive to Mr. Robins' defense. Accordingly, the Court issued an Order (filed Sept. 30, 
2015) directing the State to produce all copies of the notes as well as all writings produced in relation to the notes 
and to deliver them to the Court in an envelope under seal, pending a final decision on the matter. The State 
complied with the Order on October 14, 2015 by delivering copies of the notes that were in its possession along with 
a brief Memorandum. 
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ANALYSIS 
1. Motion for Order to Show Cause and for other Relief to Address State's Invasion of 
Attorney Client Privilege 
Mr. Robins requested an evidentiary hearing for the State to show cause why the Court should 
not address and impose appropriate relief in favor of Mr. Robins based on, what he contends is, 
the State's improper seizure and review of attorney-client privileged communications. 15 Mr. 
Robins requests the Court dismiss the charges against him based on the State's seizure and 
review of attorney-client privileged communications prepared by Robins for counsel. In the 
alternative, Robins requests the Court order the following: 1) that the Ada County Prosecutor's 
Office be recused and a special prosecutor appointed that has not reviewed the privileged 
materials; 2) that the privileged materials be returned to Robins' counsel and no copies be 
retained by the State; (3) that the State be precluded from using the privileged materials at trial 
and that the State be required to show before trial that any evidence intended to be used against 
Robins originated independently from the privileged materials; and ( 4) that the State be 
prohibited from seizing and reviewing other materials in this case protected by attorney-client 
privilege. 
The State contends Mr. Robins' Motion should be denied in all respects, because the defense has 
not demonstrated that the notes were covered by the attorney-client privilege, and no prejudice 
has been demonstrated. 16 
15 Def. Robins' Mem. in Supp. of Mot. for Order to Show Cause and for Other Appropriate Relief, p. 2. 
16 State's Response Attorney-Client Memo, p. 2. 
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The attorney-client privilege is codified in Idaho Code § 9-203, which provides in part: "An 
attorney cannot, without the consent of his client, be examined as to any communication made 
by the client to him, or his advice given thereon in the course of professional employment." 
"Communications between attorney and client made in the course of professional employment 
are protected by the attorney-client privilege." State v. Iwakiri, 106 Idaho 618, 621, 682 P.2d 
571,574 (1984). Idaho Rule of Evidence 502 further articulates the attorney-client privilege in 
Idaho as follows: 
A client has a privilege to refuse to disclose and to prevent any other person from 
disclosing confidential communications made for the purpose of facilitating the 
rendition of professional legal services to the client which were made ... between 
the client or the client's representative and the client's lawyer or the lawyer's 
representative .... 
I.R.E. 502(b). "A communication is 'confidential' if not intended to be disclosed to third 
persons other than those to whom disclosure is made in furtherance of the rendition of 
professional legal services to the client or those reasonably necessary for the transmission of the 
communication." I.R.E. 502(a)(5). The attorney-client privilege under Idaho Rule of Evidence 
502 applies in "all actions, cases and proceedings in the courts of the State of Idaho and all 
actions, cases and proceedings to which rules of evidence are applicable, except as hereinafter 
provided." I.R.E. lOl(b). 
"In order for the attorney-client privilege to apply, two findings are requisite: (1) the 
communication must be confidential within the meaning of the rule, and (2) the communication 
must be made between persons described in the rule for the purpose of facilitating the rendition 
of professional legal services to the client." State v. Allen, 123 Idaho 880, 885-86, 853 P.2d 625, 
630-31 (Ct. App. 1993) (overruled on other grounds by, State v. Jones, 127 Idaho 478,903 P.2d 
67 (1995)). 
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The Sixth Amendment provides that "[i]n all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy the 
right ... to have the Assistance of Counsel for his defence." U.S. Const. amend. VI; see also 
Gideon v. Wainwright, 372 U.S. 335, 342-43 (1963) (holding that Sixth Amendment right to 
counsel extends to state court proceedings through the Fourteenth Amendment). "When the 
government deliberately interferes with the confidential relationship between a criminal 
defendant and defense counsel, that interference violates the Sixth Amendment right to counsel if 
it substantially prejudices the criminal defendant." Williams v. Woodford, 384 F.3d 567, 584-85 
(9th Cir. 2004). 
Prejudice can manifest itself in several ways. It results when evidence gained 
through the interference is used against the defendant at trial. It also can result 
from the prosecution's use of confidential information pertaining to the defense 
plans and strategy, from government influence which destroys the defendant's 
confidence in his attorney, and from other actions designed to give the prosecution 
an unfair advantage at trial. 
United States v. Irwin, 612 F.2d 1182, 1185-87 (9th Cir. 1980). 
The first step is to determine whether Mr. Robins' notes constitute a confidential communication 
that was made for purposes of the rendition of legal services. The third page of Mr. Robins' 
notes contains a list of questions that reasonably appear to be directed toward an attorney. 
Indeed, the State concedes that the questions "appear to be the type a criminal client would ask a 
criminal defense attorney although they are not addressed to anyone or labeled."17 Mr. Robins 
argues that he did not intend for the notes to be disclosed to anyone other than his attorney. 
The State contends, and Nordstrom v. Ryan, 762 F.3d 903 (9th Cir. 2014) offers support, that the 
communication is privileged only if it is clearly marked as a communication for the attorney (i.e. 
17 State's Response Attorney-Client Memo, p. 16. 
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addressed to attorney, marked "confidential," "legal mail,'' etc.). In Idaho, a party must act in 
some manner indicating that a communication is confidential. See Farr v. Mischler, 129 Idaho 
201, 207, 923 P.2d 446, 452 (1996) (finding no confidential communication where seller left a 
letter in file that was turned over to buyers, seller did not show he intended that its contents not 
be disclosed to a third party). 
The notes at issue were created at the direction of Mr. Robins' attorney. However, the notes 
were not addressed to his attorneys, nor marked or labeled in any way to indicate that they were 
private, confidential, or attorney-client communications. The notes were not inadvertently 
delivered to any third party, but were seized pursuant to a lawful search. Indeed, except for now 
knowing the circumstances of their creation, there would be no way to know with certainty that 
the notes were intended for Mr. Robins' attorney or perhaps to refresh his memory in a future 
meeting with his attorney. 
To be sure, inmates in jail or prison do not have an expectation of privacy. Their cells can be 
searched at any time. At the evidentiary hearing, Deputy Brooks testified that attorney-client 
privileged documents are supposed to be kept in an inmate's property bin, which is precisely 
where Mr. Robins kept them. Ada County Deputies working at the jail are trained regarding 
attorney-client privileged material and they know ( or should know) that such material is 
confidential. However, it is entirely reasonable to expect and require that if an inmate wants to 
ensure the confidentiality of communications, they should at least be properly labeled, for ease of 
identification for the jailers. 
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In this case, it appears that the Deputies did not thoroughly review the notes, but rather quickly 
scanned the notes to determine whether they were something that met the description of their 
directive. Since the notes were not labeled as attorney-client privileged communications, they 
likely appeared, on quick review, to possibly be the improper inmate communications they were 
looking for. Likewise, it appears that Sargent Ivie likely did not thoroughly read the notes, but 
simply passed them to the Prosecutor with an email stating that he was not sure if they were the 
contraband notes at issue. Only after the Prosecutor reviewed the notes with sufficient care did 
she realize that the notes were not in fact the contraband letter, but apparently private notes 
probably intended for a lawyer. 
The Court finds this sequence of events is akin to an inadvertent disclosure of attorney-client 
privileged material that sometimes occurs in discovery. In this instance, Mr. Robins did attempt 
to maintain the confidentiality of the notes by placing them in his personal property bin, albeit, 
without any clear indication that they were attorney-client privileged. Unlike the facts in Farr, 
Mr. Robins did not directly give his notes over to the Prosecutor, but rather kept them in the only 
place (given his circumstances) that could indicate that the notes were confidential. On balance, 
the Court concludes that Mr. Robins' notes were intended to constitute a confidential 
communication to facilitate defense counsel's legal representation of Mr. Robins. 
Next, the Court considers whether the Prosecutor's review of the notes has been substantially 
prejudicial to Mr. Robins. The State contends that the defense has failed to articulate any 
specific prejudice by the disclosure of Mr. Robins' notes. The Court disagrees. The notes at 
issue deal with Robin's thoughts and commentary regarding some very specific facts of the case. 
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It is fair to say that the State has been forewarned as to potential defense strategies. The Court 
therefore finds that Mr. Robins' case may have been prejudiced by the State's exposure to the 
notes in that the State has had an inside look as to how Mr. Robins views his case and his 
defense. On the other hand, if Mr. Robins had properly labeled or identified the notes, it is likely 
that the Prosecutor would not have seen them. 
In sum, the Court finds that the notes were intended to be confidential attorney-client 
communications, and their admission into evidence would be prejudicial. Therefore, the notes 
are inadmissible under Idaho Rule of Evidence 502. The privilege was not waived by a 
voluntary disclosure under Rule 510. In the alternative, even if the notes lost their legal status as 
privileged, by virtue of Mr. Robins' failure to label them as confidential, the Court finds that the 
notes are still inadmissible under Idaho Rule of Evidence 403, because the danger of unfair 
prejudice in admitting the notes greatly outweighs any probative value. For these reasons, the 
Court ordered the State to return all of its copies and any notes or memos it had made regarding 
the contents. The State has complied with that Order. 
But the inquiry doesn't stop there. Although the notes and all copies and memos are no longer in 
the possession of the prosecution, the memory remains. However, it is impossible to determine 
when or if the issue will arise at trial, and therefore impossible to determine whether there will 
ever be any actual prejudice to the defense. The State argued in the hearing and asserts in its 
"Compliance with Court's Order Regarding Documents (List of Documents)" that the notes 
"contained no information or statements the State did not already know and or possess 
independent of his notes." In addition, the State contends it is "prepared to point to an 
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independent source for each statement contained within Robins' notes[.]" If true, the prejudice 
to the Defendant by the Prosecutor having reviewed the notes is not so great as to require the 
Court to impose the extreme sanctions of dismissal of the case or recusal of the Prosecutor as 
suggested by the defense. 
Thus, Mr. Robins' "Motion for Order to Show Cause and for other Relief to Address State's 
Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege" is granted in part and denied in part. The Motion is 
denied to the extent that the Court will not dismiss the charges or recuse the Prosecutor. Further, 
the Court will not enter a blanket order to the Ada County Sheriff regarding searches of inmates' 
cells generally or Mr. Robin's cell in particular. That part of the Motion is also denied. Instead, 
the Court cautions the Defendant to properly label attorney-client privileged communications, so 
they can be easily identified by the Ada County Jail staff if similar circumstances arise in the 
future. 
The Motion is granted in part as follows. The Court concludes that the actual notes are 
inadmissible, and the State may not utilize or refer to the notes in any way during trial, unless the 
Defendant should first "open the door." Further, if, during the course of the trial, the defense 
believes that the prosecution is offering evidence or argument that could have only been obtained 
by way of Mr. Robins' notes, the defense must object and (as the State suggests it is able to do) 
the State will then have the burden to demonstrate that the evidence or argument was known 
separate and apart from Mr. Robins' notes. If the State is successful, the evidence will not be 
inadmissible on that basis alone; however, if the State cannot persuade the Court that it had some 
independent knowledge of the fact(s) in dispute, then the evidence will be inadmissible. 
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2. Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder 
The next issue before the Court is whether Mr. Robins and Mr. Douglas's cases should be 
severed. Mr. Robins asserts his case should be severed from Mr. Douglas's case, because Mr. 
Douglas wrote a letter that, if introduced at trial, would unfairly prejudice and incriminate Mr. 
Robins. 18 
The State argues that the cases should not be severed, because the letter is admissible at trial and 
is not unfairly prejudicial. The State contends that the letter fits within an exception to the 
hearsay rule as a statement against interest, and it is nontestimonial. 
"Whether a court improperly joined offenses pursuant to I.C.R. 8 is a question of law, over 
which this Court exercises free review. In contrast, an abuse of discretion standard is applied 
when reviewing the denial of a motion to sever joinder pursuant to I.C.R. 14; however, that rule 
presumes joinder was proper in the first place." State v. Orellana-Castro, 158 Idaho 757, _, 
351 P.3d 1215, 1217 (2015). 
When an objection to joinder of offenses or defendants is made, the first issue for 
the trial court is whether joinder is permissible under Criminal Rule 8. Often, that 
cannot be determined from the face of the charging document. . . . Joinder of 
defendants is permissible 'if they are alleged to have participated in the same act 
or transaction or in the same series of acts or transactions constituting an offense 
or offenses.' I.C.R. 8(b ). However, whether those circumstances are applicable 
may not be determinable from the face of the charging document(s) because the 
statutes and rules governing the content of charging documents only require, in 
essence, a written statement of the essential facts showing the commission of a 
public offense. . . . Therefore, the trial court will have to consider information 
other than contained in the charging document(s) to determine whether joinder 
complies with Rule 8." 
18 This is the letter that was the subject of the search discussed above, which the State acquired by other means. 
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Orellana-Castro, 158 Idaho 757, _, 351 P.3d at 1218. "Actions properly joined under I.C.R. 
8(b) may be severed under I.C.R. 14 if it appears that a joint trial would be prejudicial. The 
defendant has the burden of showing such prejudice." State v. Gamble, 146 Idaho 331,337, 193 
P .3d 878, 884 (Ct. App. 2008) ( citations omitted). 
Idaho Criminal Rule 14 provides: 
If it appears that a defendant or the state is prejudiced by a joinder of offenses or 
of defendants in a complaint, indictment or information or by suchjoinder for trial 
together, the court may order the state to elect between counts, grant separate 
trials of counts, grant a severance of defendants, or provide whatever other relief 
justice requires. In ruling on a motion by a defendant for severance the court may 
order the attorney for the state to deliver to the court for inspection in camera any 
statements or confessions made by the defendants which the state intends to 
introduce in evidence at the trial. 
The defense bases their argument entirely on the admissibility ( or inadmissibility) of the letter 
written by Mr. Douglas. If the letter is inadmissible, Mr. Robins' Motion would be moot. 
Accordingly, the Court first considers whether the letter is admissible. 
The letter at issue was filed under seal with the Court on August 27, 2015. The Court finds the 
evidence and testimony sufficiently demonstrates that the letter was written by Mr. Douglas to 
Mr. Robins. In the letter, Mr. Douglas tells Mr. Robins how they should deal with their case, and 
essentially discusses the facts of the night of the murders as he views them. According to the 
letter, Mr. Douglas takes the responsibility for the murders and states that there is no need for 
both of them to "go down." 
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The first issue is whether the letter is hearsay, and if so, whether an exception applies. 
"Hearsay" is a statement, other than one made by the declarant while testifying at the trial or 
hearing, offered in evidence to prove the truth of the matter asserted. 19 There is no dispute that 
the letter is hearsay if it is offered for the truth of the matter asserted, namely, that Mr. Douglas is 
responsible for committing the murders and Mr. Robins was involved with plotting them. Not 
all hearsay evidence is inadmissible. The Rules of Evidence contain a number of exclusions and 
exceptions that allow hearsay evidence to be admitted. In this case, the State argues that the 
letter is admissible against Mr. Robins as a "statement against interest.',2o In order to qualify as a 
statement against interest, the statement, at the time of its making, must be so far contrary to the 
declarant's interest, that a reasonable man in the declarant's position would not have made the 
statement unless the declarant believed it to be true.21 
Here, the letter is genuinely self-inculpatory as to Mr. Douglas as he places the blame on himself 
for committing the murders. In fact, no part of the letter seeks to shift the blame to Mr. Robins, 
but rather seeks to give Mr. Robins an alibi, so that both Defendants do not have to "go down" 
for the crime. In addition, the letter was meant to be delivered to Mr. Robins, not to law 
enforcement. Indeed, the context would clearly indicate that Mr. Douglas would not want law 
enforcement to see it. The letter contains statements that were not intended to be given to law 
enforcement as a self-serving confession, but rather to another inmate in an attempt to create a 
story which Mr. Douglas believed would help both Defendants in their cases. See State v. 
Averett, 142 Idaho 879,891, 136 P.3d 350,362 (Ct. App. 2006). 
19 I.R.E. 801(c). 
20 LR.E. 804(b)(3). 
21 Id 
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The Court concludes that the letter is admissible against Mr. Douglas as an admission by a party-
opponent, as he is the author. 22 The Court further concludes that the letter is admissible against 
Mr. Robins as a statement by Mr. Douglas against his penal interest.23 
Next, the Court considers whether admission of the letter violates Mr. Robins' constitutional 
right to confront and cross-examine his accusers. 24 In this analysis, the Court considers whether 
it is inadmissible against Mr. Robins as a ''testimonial statement" under Crawford v. Washington, 
541 U.S. 36, 124 S. Ct. 1354 (2004). 
The Confrontation Clause provides that "[i]n all criminal prosecutions, the accused shall enjoy 
the right ... to be confronted with witnesses against him." U.S. Const. amend. VI; see also 
Idaho Const. art. I, § 13. The right to confrontation is fundamental and applies equally to state 
prosecutions. Pointer v. Texas, 380 U.S. 400, 403, 85 S. Ct. 1065, 1067 (1965). Our state 
constitution does not contain a confrontation clause similar to that found in the United States 
Constitution; therefore, this issue is analyzed solely under the United States Constitution. State 
v. Sharp, 101 Idaho 498,502,616 P.2d 1034, 1038 (1980); State v. Stanfield, 158 Idaho 327,347 
P.3d 175, 180 (2015). 
The Confrontation Clause only "applies to 'witnesses' against the accused - in other words, 
those who 'bear testimony."' Crawford v. Washington, 541 U.S. 36, 51, 124 S.Ct. 1354, 1364 
(2004). The United States Supreme Court has determined that this language restricts the 
Confrontation Clause to testimonial hearsay. Davis v. Washington, 547 U.S. 813, 823-24, 126 S. 
22 I.R.E. 801(dX2). 
23 I.R.E. 804(b)(3). 
24 U.S. Const. amend. VI. 
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Ct. 2266, 2274 (2006); Crawford, 541 U.S. at 51, 124 S. Ct. at 1364. The Confrontation Clause 
only applies to statements that are "testimonial." Davis, 547 U.S. at 823, 126 S. Ct. at 2274; 
Crawford, 541 U.S. at 51, 124 S. Ct. at 1364. The Clause does not bar statements not offered to 
prove the truth of the matter asserted. Crawford, 541 U.S. at 59, 124 S. Ct. at 1369, n.9. If the 
statement is testimonial, then its admission is permitted only if the declarant is unavailable and 
the defendant has had a prior opportunity to cross-examine the declarant. Crawford, 541 U.S. at 
59, 124 S. Ct. at 1369; State v. Hooper, 145 Idaho 139, 143, 176 P.3d 911, 915 (2007). 
The Supreme Court has not provided a comprehensive definition of ''testimonial," but some 
guiding principles may be gleaned from the Court's decisions. Whether a statement is 
testimonial is determined by looking at the statement's primary purpose and its similarities to 
traditional testimony. Davis, 547 U.S. at 822, 126 S. Ct. at 2273. Testimony is defmed as "[a] 
solemn declaration or affirmation made for the purpose of establishing or proving some fact." 
Crawford, 541 U.S. at 51, 124 S. Ct. at 1364 (alteration in original; citation omitted). Therefore, 
a statement is testimonial when ''the circumstances objectively indicate that ... the primary 
purpose ... is to establish or prove past events potentially relevant to later criminal prosecution." 
Davis, 547 U.S. at 822, 126 S. Ct. at 2273. When no such primary purpose exists, the statement 
is nontestimonial and its admissibility is governed by state and federal rules of evidence, not the 
Confrontation Clause. Michigan v. Bryant, 562 U.S. 344, 359, 131 S. Ct. 1143, 1155 (2011). 
Further, while a statement does not have to be written or made under oath to be testimonial, the 
formality of the statement itself and the formality of the circumstances in which the statement 
was made are relevant to determine whether it was intended to establish some fact at trial. 
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Davis, 547 U.S. at 827-28, 126 S. Ct. at 2277; see, e.g., State v. Shackelford, 150 Idaho 355,373, 
247 P.3d 582, 600 (2010) (the totality of the circumstances analysis considers ''the formality of 
questioning and the extent to which the interview was similar to live testimony"). In essence, a 
statement is testimonial when it is intended to be "a weaker substitute for live testimony at trial." 
Davis, 547 U.S. at 828, 126 S. Ct. at 2277 (citation omitted). 
In summary, the Crawford Court held that the Confrontation Clause of the Sixth Amendment 
generally prohibits the introduction of "testimonial" statements by a non-testifying witness, 
unless the witness was "unavailable to testify, and the defendant had had a prior opportunity for 
cross-examination." Crawford, 541 U.S. at 54, 124 S. Ct. at 1365. A statement is "testimonial" 
if the '"primary purpose' of the conversation was to create an out-of-court substitute for trial 
testimony." Ohio v. Clark, 135 S. Ct. 2173, 2180 (2015) (finding a three-year-old victim's 
statements to his preschool teachers identifying defendants as the person who had caused his 
injuries were not testimonial); Dutton v. Evans, 400 U.S. 74, 99, 91 S. Ct. 210, 225 (1970) 
(statements from one prisoner to another are nontestimonial). If a statement is nontestimonial, 
then the statement does not violate the Confrontation Clause, and the statement is solely a 
concern of state and federal rules of evidence. See Ohio, 135 S. Ct. at 2180. 
Defendant has also asserted that under Bruton v. United States, 391 U.S. 123, 88 S. Ct. 1620 
(1968), his Sixth Amendment right to confront his accusers would be violated were the letter to 
be admitted at trial. 
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In Bruton, the petitioner and Evans were tried jointly and convicted of armed postal robbery. At 
their trial, a postal inspector testified that Evans had orally confessed to him that Evans and the 
petitioner committed the armed robbery. Although the trial court instructed the jury that the 
confession could only be used against Evans, the United States Supreme Court found that the 
admission of the confession was unfairly prejudicial to petitioner and violated the Confrontation 
Clause. 
The Bruton decision "protects a defendant from incriminating out-of-court statements of a co-
defendant being used against him in a joint trial where the co-defendant does not take the stand 
and thereby becomes subject to cross-examination." State v. Runkle, No. 33280, 2008 WL 
9469535, at *3 (Idaho Ct. App. 2008, unpublished). Bruton is intended to prohibit ''the 
powerfully incriminating extrajudicial statements of a [ non-testifying] codefendant, who [ stood] 
accused side-by-side with the defendant, deliberately spread before the jury in a joint trial." 
State v. Gamble, 146 Idaho 331,339, 193 P.3d 878,886 (Ct. App. 2008) (citation omitted). 
Bruton was decided prior to Crawford and its progeny. If Bruton were decided today, the end 
result would be the same; however, the confession at issue would have been deemed 
inadmissible because it was testimonial against the petitioner, and thus, too highly prejudicial for 
a jury to hear with merely a limiting instruction. 
When the statement is nontestimonial, the Confrontation Clause of the Sixth Amendment is not 
violated and Bruton does not apply. See United States v. Johnson, 581 F.3d 320, 326 (6th Cir. 
2009) ("Because it is premised on the Confrontation Clause, the Bruton rule, like the 
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Confrontation Clause itself, does not apply to nontestimonial statements."); United States v. 
Vargas, 570 F.3d 1004, 1009 (8th Cir. 2009) (holding that Bruton does not apply to 
nontestimonial co-defendant statements); United States v. Pike, 292 F. Appx. 108, 112 (2d Cir. 
2008) ("[B]ecause the statement was not testimonial, its admission does not violate either 
Crawford [] or Bruton [ ]."); United States v. Patterson, 713 F.3d 1237, 1247 (10th Cir. 2013) 
(finding nontestimonial statements made in furtherance of a conspiracy presented no Sixth 
Amendment problem under Crawford and Bruton). 
Based on the context and the totality of the circumstances, the Court concludes that the letter at 
issue is nontestirnonial, because the primary purpose of the letter was not to create an out-of-
court substitute for trial testimony. Accordingly, admitting the letter into evidence against 
Robins would not violate the Confrontation Clause under Crawford. Bruton is distinguishable 
on its facts, and since the letter is nontestimonial, Bruton is inapplicable. Therefore, the letter is 
admissible at trial against both Defendants and Mr. Robins' Sixth Amendment rights are not 
violated. 
Having considered and ruled on the admissibility of the letter and the constitutionality of 
admitting the letter against Robins, the Court next determines whether the cases should be 
severed. Under Idaho law, before considering severance, the Court must first consider whether 
joinder of the cases was proper in the first place. Joinder of two or more defendants is proper if 
''they are alleged to have participated in the same act or transaction or in the same series of acts 
or transactions constituting an offense or offenses." I.R.C.P. 8(b ). 
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The Court finds that the initial joinder of the cases was proper. It is alleged that Mr. Douglas 
killed two victims and attempted to kill a third. Mr. Robins is charged with aiding and abetting 
those murders and the attempted murder by supplying the gun and ammunition, and by obtaining 
and driving the van that was used to transport Mr. Douglas to and from the scene of the shooting. 
Accordingly, the Court finds there are sufficient facts alleged that Mr. Douglas and Mr. Robins 
participated in the same series of acts or transactions constituting the offenses charged. 
Therefore, under Idaho Criminal Rule 8(b),joinder of their cases was proper. 
The next issue is whether the cases should be severed because the joinder is prejudicial to Mr. 
Robins. Mr. Robins' sole contention is that the letter, if introduced at trial, would unfairly 
prejudice him. 
The Court concludes that Mr. Robins' will not be prejudiced by a joint trial. The letter at issue 
would be admissible in a separate trial against Mr. Douglas and also in a separate trial against 
Mr. Robins. Thus, it does not matter whether the trials are joint or separate. Mr. Robins has not 
articulated any other ground for prejudice. Accordingly, the Court will not sever the cases, and 
Mr. Robins' Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder is denied. 




For the reasons stated herein, Mr. Robins' "Motion for Order to Show Cause and for other Relief 
to Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege" is GRANTED in part and DENIED in 
part. The Motion is denied to the extent that the Court will not dismiss the charges or recuse the 
Prosecutor. The Motion is granted to the extent thatlie State is not permitted to use Mr. Robins' 
notes at Mr. Robins' trial. The defense may object to evidence or argument it believes was 
obtained solely from Mr. Robins' notes, and the State will have the burden of showing that such 
evidence or argument was obtained separate and apart from Mr. Robins' notes. Mr. Robins' 
Motion for Relief from Prejudicial J oinder is DENIED for the reasons stated herein. 
IT IS SO ORDERED this ~day of October, 2015. 
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Interdepartmental Mail 
Mr. Scott McKay, Esq. 
Nevin, Benjamin, McKay & Bartlett LLP 
PO Box2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
Mr. Brian McMonagle, Esq. 
McMonagle, Perri, McHugh & Mischak 
1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Mr. Mark Manweiler, Esq. 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock 
PO Box 937 
Boise, ID 83701 
Mr. Jack McMahon, Esq. 
Attorney At Law 
139 N. Croskey St. 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
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EIGHTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Eighth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this\3 day ofNovember, 2015. 
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STATE'S TRIAL 
MEMORANDUM 
REGARDING I.R.E. 404(b) 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and provides the Court and counsel with the following trial 
memorandum regarding evidence of flight, uncharged misconduct and attempts to affect 
testimony and destroy evidence. 
Flight, Attempts to Affect Testimony and Destroy Evidence 
Idaho courts have long recognized that flight is relevant and admissible to show a 
consciousness of guilt. Flight, "while not, within itself, evidence of guilt, is a 




circumstance everywhere held to be proper evidence to go to the jury as tending to 
disclose a consciousness of guilt in the mind of the defendant." State v. Baird, 13 Idaho 
29, 88 P. 233,234 (1907). See also Shaddy v. Daley, 58 Idaho 536, 76 P.2d 279 (1938) 
(Noting that flight is proper evidence for a jury as it tends to disclose a consciousness of 
guilt in the mind ofa defendant citing State v. Bush, 50 Idaho 166,295 P.432 (1930)); 
State v. Alger, 115 Idaho 42, 47 (Id. Ct.App. 1988)(citing United States v. Harris, 792 
F .2d 866(9th Cir., 1986) ). 
Evidence manifesting flight or the attempt to evade arrest or prosecution need not 
occur immediately after the commission of the crime. In 1940, the Idaho Supreme Court 
determined that post arrest suicide plans and/or escape attempts after arrest are evidence 
of flight and thereby, consciousness of guilt. State v. Hargraves, 62 Idaho 8, 107 P.2d 
854 ( 1940). The Hargraves Court specifically held that "[i]n homicide cases evidence 
of flight is always admissible and this is true even though the homicide be admitted." In 
State v. Golden, 67 Idaho 497, 286 P.2d 485 (1947) the Supreme Court noted that the 
evidence of flight included conduct well after commission of the crime including the 
defendant's departure from the area, using a false name for hotel registration and leaving 
the post office when he was informed there were men there to speak to him. 
Idaho Courts have continued to hold that flight evidence includes a variety of 
conduct occurring well after the commission of a crime such as escape attempts, attempts 
to alter evidence and failing to appear for criminal proceedings or trial. In State v. 
Friedley, 122 Idaho 321, 834 P.2d 323 (Id.Ct.App. 1992), the trial court held, and later as 




an appellant, the defendant admitted that his failure to appear at a jury trial date was 
evidence of flight which could be considered to manifest a consciousness of guilt. Id. at 
Idaho 324. Likewise, in State v. Pokorney, 235 P.3d 409 (Id.Ct.App. 2010), the 
defendant wrote letters to the victim of his crime while in custody with the trial pending 
in an attempt to influence the victim's testimony. As to those letters, the Idaho Court of 
Appeals noted that "[e]vidence of a defendant's efforts to influence or affect evidence ... 
may be relevant to demonstrate consciousness of guilt," and that "actions of [a] defendant 
[that] suggest an attempt to evade justice ... implicate consciousness of guilt." Id. at 
413. Thus, flight evidence encompasses evidence of conduct well after the commission 
of the crime and initiation of criminal charges. 
As noted above, the Idaho Supreme Court has specifically noted flight evidence 
may include conduct at the time of arrest or efforts to avoid arrest. Hargraves, supra. 
See also, State v. Wood, 126 Idaho 241, (Id.Ct.App. l994)(citing IMWINKELRIED, 
Uncharged Misconduct Evidence § 3 :03; 3 :04 " ... misconduct showing consciousness of 
guilt, such as jury tampering, destruction of evidence, or flight from police to avoid 
arrest, may be admissible to identify the defendant as the perpetrator of the charged 
crime.)( emphasis added). Other jurisdictions have also specifically deemed "flight" 
evidence to include conduct at the time of arrest. "[t]he term 'flight' has been applied to 
such actions as fleeing the scene of the crime, leaving the jurisdiction, running from the 
police, resisting arrest, and attempting to escape custody. 29 Amfur2d. Evidence§ 532, 
p. 608." People v. Coleman, 210 Mich.App. 1, 5, 532 N.W. 2d 885, 887 (Mich.Ct.App. 




1995)( emphasis added). Flight does not require "the physical act or running nor the 
reaching of a far-away haven," but flight evidence does include circumstances showing 
the intent not to be "observed or arrested." People v. Bradford, 929 P.2d 544 (Cal. 
1997)(citations omitted). Accordingly, Defendant's Douglas and Robins' conduct on 
May 8, 2014, when they learned officers were on their way to the Red Maple address is 
relevant and manifests a consciousness of guilt. 
Uncharged Misconduct Evidence 
Evidence of other crimes, wrongs, or acts is not admissible to prove the character 
of a person in order to show that the person acted in conformity therewith. It may, 
however, be admissible for other purposes, such as proof of motive, opportunity, intent, 
preparation, plan, knowledge, identity, or absence of mistake or accident, provided that 
the prosecution in a criminal case shall file and serve notice reasonably in advance of 
trial, or during trial if the court excuses pretrial notice on good cause shown, of the 
general nature of any such evidence it intends to introduce at trial. This rule prohibits 
introduction of evidence of acts other than the crime for which a defendant is charged if 
its probative value is entirely dependent upon its tendency to demonstrate the defendant's 
propensity to engage in such behavior. State v. Grist, 147 Idaho 49, 54,205 P.3d 1185, 
1190 (2009); see also State v. Avila, 137 Idaho 410,412, 49 P.3d 1260, 1262 (Ct. App. 
2002). Of course, evidence of such a crime, wrong, or act may implicate a person's 
character while also being relevant and admissible for some permissible purpose, such as 




those listed in the rule. See State v. Pepcorn, 152 Idaho 678, 688-89, 273 P.3d 1271, 
1281-82 (2012). 
When determining the admissibility of evidence to which a Rule 404(b) objection 
has been made, the trial court must first determine whether there is sufficient evidence of 
the other acts that a reasonable jury could find the conduct actually occurred. If so, then 
the court must consider: ( 1) whether the other acts are relevant to a materially disputed 
issue concerning the crime charged, other than propensity; and (2) whether the probative 
value is substantially outweighed by the danger of unfair prejudice. Grist, 147 Idaho at 
52,205 P.3d at 1188; State v. Parmer, 147 Idaho 210,214,207 P.3d 186, 190 (Ct. App. 
2009). Cited in State v. Passons, 346 P.3d 303, 307-08 (Idaho Ct. App. 2015) 
Where the primary issue at trial is whether the defendant committed the crime, part 
of the State's case is demonstrating who had a motive to commit the crimes. As such, a 
defendant's motive for why he would commit the offenses and whether he stood to gain 
anything from them are material issues in the case. State v. Norton, 151 Idaho 176, 191-
92 (Ct. App. 2011 ). 
Any evidence of misconduct admissible under I.C.R. 404(b ), requires a balancing 
test and the exercise of discretion by the trial court. The two-part analysis under 404(b) 
requires that the evidence be both relevant, I.C.R. 401, and that the probative value 
outweigh any unfair prejudice. State v. Friedley, 122 Idaho 321, 834 P.2d 323 
(Id.Ct.App. 1992 ); State v. Moore, 131 Idaho 814 (Idaho 1998); State v. Pokorney, 23 5 




P.3d 409 (Id. Ct. App. 2010) All relevant evidence is necessarily prejudicial. As noted in 
Moore, supra, I.C.R. 403 does not require the court to withhold prejudicial evidence -
only unfairly prejudicial evidence which tends to suggest a decision on an improper basis. 
Moore, at 179. The Supreme Court in Moore, determined that evidence of Moore's 
flight was not unfairly prejudicial because Moore had the opportunity to offer alternative 
explanations for his flight. 
The State believes this memorandum and authority cited within is instructive if the court is 
called to determine the admissibility of the described evidence. 
DATED this _~t_o_ day ofNovember, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ( Oday of November, 2015, I provided a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing Trial Memorandum regarding 404(b) Evidence to Jack 





JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
- NO.__,---,---=-=-----A.M l{~W FIL~~-~-~ 
NOV 1 0 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cieri< 
By MEG KEENAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, ) Case Nos. 
) CRFE 2014 0010815 
Plaintiff, ) CRFE 2015 0000126 
) 
vs. ) STATE'S TRIAL 
) MEMORANDUM 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, ) REGARDING NUMBER OF 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR., ) PEREMPTORY 
) CHALLENGES FOR BOTH 
Defendants. ) DEFENDANTS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada County, State 
of Idaho, and provides the Court and counsel with the following trial memorandum regarding the 
number of peremptory challenges the defendants may exercise during jury selection. 
Idaho Code § 19-2016 states, in part: "If the offense charged is punishable with death or 
with imprisonment in the state prison for life, the defendant is entitled to ten ( 10) peremptory 
challenges .... ". 'When several defendants are tried together they cannot sever their challenges, 




but must join therein." I.C. 19-2002. Defendants Robins and Douglas are jointly entitled to a 
total often (10) statutory peremptory challenges. 
In a nearly identical situation, the court properly would not permit additional challenges. 
United States ex.rel. Mahaffey v. Peters Ill 978 F.Supp. 762 (N.D. ILL. 1997), affirmed 151 
F.3d 671 (7th Cir. 1998), reh'g granted 1998 WL 759079(7th Cir 1998), opinion vacated in part 
on reh'g WL801925 (7th Cir. 1998), judgment rev'd on other grounds WL 801925 (7th Cir. 
1998) (two defendants were convicted of murder and sentenced to death. Defendants entered 
home, killed the male homeowner, raped and murdered the female homeowner, and severely 
injured the homeowner's child. Both defendants confessed. In his confession, each defendant 
admitted a role in the murders, but placed most of the blame on the co-defendant1• See Id. at 766 
n. 1. Illinois law allowed the prosecution 24 peremptory challenges and each defendant 12. On 
review, the U.S. District Court upheld this practice. Id. at 778.) 
Courts in other states having statutes like Idaho's have limited the number of peremptory 
challenges in similar situations. See State v. Stuphin, 107 N.M. 126, 753 P.2d 1314 (N.M. 
1988)(refusing to allow every defendant in joint trial full statutory allotment of peremptory 
challenges to a single defendant); State v. Purdy, 491 NW2d 402 (1992)(under rule allowing 
each side four challenges, no abuse of discretion is court granting 21 defendants 8 challenges to 
use jointly). 
1 Each defendant blamed the other for the rape, for stabbing the child, and for beating the female 
to death. 




2. There is no constitutional right to additional peremptory challenges. 
In Ross v. Oklahoma, 487 U.S. 81, 108 S.Ct. 2273, IOI L.Ed.2d 80 (1988), the Court 
stated, "[w] e have long recognized that peremptory challenges are not of constitutional 
dimension." The Court went on to state: "[P]reemptory challenges are a creature of statute and 
are not required by the Constitution ... , it is for the State to determine the number of peremptory 
challenges allowed and to define their purpose and the manner of their exercise ... As such, the 
"right" to peremptory challenges is "denied or impaired" only if the defendant does not receive 
that which state law provides." Ross, 487 U.S. at 493. 
As explained above, Idaho State law provides defendants Robins and Douglas, with ten 
( I 0) peremptory challenges, but requires them to exercise these challenges jointly. LC. § 19-
2016; LC. § 19-2002. The United States Supreme Court has previously upheld statutes with 
similar provisions. The Supreme Court has held that "the requirement to treat the parties as a 
single party for the purpose of peremptory challenges has long been a part of the federal system 
of jurisprudence .... There is nothing in the Constitution of the United States which requires the 
Congress to grant peremptory challenges to defendants in criminal cases; trial by impartial jury 
is all that is secured ... That body has seen fit to treat several defendants, for this purpose, as one 
party .... It may be, as is said to have been the fact in the trial of the present case, that all 
defendants may not wish to exercise the right of peremptory challenge as to the same persons or 
persons, and that some may wish to challenge those who are unobjectionable to others. But this 
situation arises from the exercise of a privilege granted by the legislative authority and does not 
invalidate the law. The privilege must be taken with the limitations placed upon the manner of 




its exercise" Stilson v. United States, 250 U.S. 583, 40 S.Ct. 28, 63 L.Ed. 1154 (1919); See also 
United States v. McClendon, 782 F .2d 785 (9th Cir. 1986)(holding defendants have no "right" to 
peremptory challenges and therefore trial court did not err by denying motion for additional 
peremptory challenges when defense counsel could not agree on the joint exercise of their 
challenges). 
3. There is nothing in I.C. §19-2515 that warrants or authorizes additional peremptory 
challenges. 
Nothing in LC. 19-2515 supports the assertion that defendants charged with a capital 
offense are entitled to a higher number of peremptory challenges than set forth in LC. 19-2016, 
LC. 19-2002 and I.C.R 24. 
The State believes this memorandum and authority cited within is instructive in determining 
the amount of peremptory challenges Robins and Douglas jointly exercise during the upcoming 
trial. 
f 6 DATED this __ v_ day of November, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 




I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this~ day of November, 2015, I provided a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing Trial Memorandum regarding Defendant's Statements to 
Jack McMahon and Brian McMonagle, Mark Manweiller and Scott McKay via email. 




JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
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CHRISTOPHER D. R!CH, Clerk 
By MEG KEENAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE ST ATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 













CRFE 2014 0010815 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STATE'S TRIAL 
MEMORANDUM 
REGARDING OUT OF 
COURT STATEMENTS BY 
DEFENDANTS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
County, State ofldaho, and provides the Court and counsel with the following trial 
memorandum regarding out of court statements offered by the defendants. 
In State of Idaho v. Vivian, 129 Idaho 375 (1996), the defendant offered a police 
report which included an exculpatory statement by him, into evidence. The State objected 
the report was hearsay and the defendant's statement within the report was hearsay within 
STATE'S TRIAL MEMORANDUM DEFENDANT'S STATEMENTS 
Page 1 
000328
~~ay. The trial court ruled the report could be admitted if the defendant's statement was 
excised from it. On appeal, the defendant claimed the trial court erred in failing to admit 
the police officer's report with the exculpatory statement made by him. The defendant 
claimed that under the public records exception to hearsay, I.R.E. 803(8)(A), the police 
report was admissible because it was an investigative report made by the police and offered 
into evidence at trial by the accused. 
The Idaho Court of Appeals disagreed with the defendant's assertion that the report 
was admissible under the public records exception to the hearsay rule. The court held the 
defendant's statement to the officer was hearsay because it was made out of court and was 
offered to prove the truth of the matter asserted in the statement. The court further held the 
defendant's statement was considered double hearsay because his statement was recorded 
within a police report which was also hearsay. Therefore, in order for the defendant's 
statement, contained in the officer's report, to have been admissible at trial, both his 
statement and the report must have conformed to an allowable exception under the hearsay 
rule. 
The court held, a police report offered into evidence by a defendant in support of his 
or her defense may be admissible under either the business records exception, I.RE. 803(6), 
or the public records exception, I.R.E. 803(8). However the exculpatory statement within 
the report was properly excluded because it was hearsay and not admissible under a separate 
hearsay exception. The court concluded by holding the statement offered by the defendant 
STATE'S TRIAL MEMORANDUM DEFENDANT'S STATEMENTS 
Page2 
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/.the police report was i:missible on the grounds that it was ~ay within hearsay and 
not within any exception to the hearsay rule. 
The State believes this case is instructive in determining whether the defendant may 
be permitted to offer his statements contained within police reports during the trial. 
DATED this / 0 day ofNovember, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this _{J;;)day of November, 2015, I provided a true 
and correct copy of the foregoing Trial Memorandum regarding Defendant's Statements to 
Jack McMahon and Brian McMonagle, Mark Manweiller and Scott McKay via email. 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• NO.__,. _______ _ lo FILED • -A.M. - P.r 
NOV 1 7 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cleft 
By MEG KEENAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 









) _______________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
SUPPLEMENTAL DISCOVERY 
RESPONSE 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Supplemental 
Discovery Disclosure. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this _le day of November, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
SL~a~ 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
SUPPLEMENTAL DISCOVERY DISCLOSURE TO COURT (ROBINS, JR.) 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
\ Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NOV 23 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOUR1H JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
NINTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Ninth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. ~ 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 7-_p day ofNovember, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosec ing Attorney 
Shelley . Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 




JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
-NO. /J 
A.M ____ i=i...r~ 'I/ = 
DEC 1 0 2015 
~STOPHER 0. RICH, Ci«k 
ly IARA W~GHT 
D~UTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
TENTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Tenth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. ~ 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this _c"_f' ~ d ay of December, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shell~/ 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 








NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
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THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
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CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT'S NOTICE 
TO APPEAR TELEPHONICALL Y 
Brian McMonagle, attorney for Defendant Anthony Robins, gives notice that he will 
appear at the hearing on Monday, December 14, 2015 at 3:00 p.rn. by telephone. Mr. 
McMonagle will be available at (215) 981-0999. 





DATED This JJ_ day of December, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
Scott McKay 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
DEFENDANT'S NOTICE TO APPEAR TELEPHONICALL Y - Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
,t'"""'---
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this!!_ day of December, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated 
below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered --
200 West Front Street X Faxed -- -
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock Hand Delivered --
P.O. Box 937 X Faxed - --
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
13 9 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered --
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 X Faxed --
fax 215-985-4416 
~~ 
Scott McKay ·o 
DEFENDANT'S NOTICE TO APPEAR TELEPHONICALL Y - Page 3 
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-Hoagland - Hardy- Olesek- December 14, 2015 1A-CRT400 
Time Speaker Note 
03:21:27 PM CRFE14.10815 -State v. John Douglas -
Pretrial Conference - Custody - Mark Manweiler 
- John McMahon - Shelley Akamastu - Scott 
Bandy 
03:21:34 PM CRFE15.126 - State v. Robbins - Pretrial 
Conference - Custody - Scott McKay - Brian 
McMonagle - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott Bandy 
03:21:41 PM Judge Samuel Reviews file 
Hoagland 
03:23:49 PM State's Attorney Proposed trial: case # reflect 2015; paragraph 5 
and 6, two dates, will keep dates, McKay will 
appear for douglas, McMahan will either appear by 
ph or someone from the office, list provided by Jan 
12, short hearing on 
03:25:48 PM Judge Samuel Explains reason for two hearings, have a hearing 
Hoagland on 1/15 to argue those potential jurors, get a final 
list to jury commission to see who needs to show 
up on 1/19 
03:30:17 PM Defense Counsel - Conflict would allow 
McKay 
03:32:12 PM State's Attorney Paragraph 8 on 2nd page: allow follow up 
questioning regarding publicity 
03:33:09 PM Judge Samuel Will allow follow up 
Hoagland 
03:33:47 PM State's Attorney Ask to discuss individually if someone knows 
about the case, would defer to court 
03:35:42 PM Paragraph 10 regarding preemptory challenges, 
defense gets 10 and they need to use jointly 
03:36:48 PM Judge Samuel Sufficent evidence to show different 
Hoagland 
03:37:30 PM Defense Counsel - Discusses challenges 
McKay 
03:40:31 PM State's Attorney Will accept the court ruling 
03:40:55 PM Defense Counsel -
Manweiler 
03:41:08 PM State's Attorney Trial schedule, confirm will allow trial schedule 
03:42:38 PM Judge Samuel Will leave the trial schedule the way it was 
Hoagland 
03:46:07 PM Work with Victim witness coordinator to keep 
prohibited items from court 
03:46:47 PM State's Attorney No other issues except PTC date 
03:49:30 PM Judge Samuel Sets PTC date for 1/8/16 @2:00 pm 
Hoagland 
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- -Hoagland - Hardy- Olesek- December 14, 2015 1A-CRT400 
03:50:06 PM McMonagle Page 3 security - asks that Robins not be in leg 
shackles 
03:52:06 PM Judge Samuel Discusses security issues 
Hoagland 
03:53:55 PM McMonagle Discusses admonishing jurors regarding not 
researching the case 
03:57:23 PM State's Attorney Clarifies when admonishment will happen 
04:00:23 PM McKay Requirement that local counsel attend trial 
04:00:50 PM Judge Samuel Will address issue later 
Hoagland 
04:01:05 PM Manweiler No issues with pretrial order 
04:01:31 PM State's Attorney Discusses questionaire, asks that names be 
removed if they don't need to present 
04:03:20 PM I Judge Samuel Discusses names of out of state counsel 
i Hoagland 
04:03:59 PM State's Attorney State does not object to having out of state 
counsel to appear w/o local counsel 
04:04:17 PM Trial last up to 3 weeks instead of 5, ask to be 
more specific on the times 
04:07:18 PM Discusses moving the podium 
04:07:46 PM McKay Defense counsel may need to confer during trial, 
moving the podicum will help with that 
04:08:51 PM Manweiler Concur 
04:08:57 PM Judge Samuel Will take it under advisement 
Hoagland 
04:10:01 PM State's Attorney Discusses finalizing discovery information, nothing 
further to discuss 
04:10:21 PM McMonagle Concurs 
04:10:27 PM Manweiler Concurs 
04:10:41 PM Judge Samuel Will now take up having local counsel not being 
Hoagland present, will take under advisement 
04:11:37 PM McKay Asks that be excused from trial, will create 
financial burden on family 
04:13:55 PM McMonagle Discusses having local counsel not be present at 
trial 
04:17:04 PM Manweiler Makes same motion 227(b)(2), no access to 
discovery, out of state attorney can handle issues 
04:19:12 PM Douglas Understood motion, ok with local counsel being 
excused 
04:19:53 PM Robins Understands motion, ok with local counsel being 
excused 
04:20:14 PM Judge Samuel Will grant motion for leave for local counsel to be 
Hoagland excused from trial proceedings 
04:23:33 PM McMonagle/McKay No additional issues 
04:23:39 PM Manweiler No additional issues 
12/14/2015 2 of 3 
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04:23:55 PM\Judge Samuel Will get the final pretrial order 
......... JHoagland 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Phone: 287-7700 
Fax: 287-7709 
- NO, AM~w~·.~""'°""'c.-.!~--·· __ 
DEC 1 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SARA MARKLE 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR and 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS 
) 
) 
) Case No's. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
) CR-FE-2014-0010815 
) 







TO: Brian McMonagle and Scott McKay, and Jack McMahon and Mark 
Manweiler, his/her Attorneys of Record, you will please take notice that on the 8th day of 
January, at the hour of2:00 pm of said day, or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, 
the State will move this Honorable Court for a Motion in Limine in the above-entitled 
action. 
DATED this (~ay of December, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS AarP~~ 
Sh~ W :Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ~ day of December, 2015, a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing State's Notice of Hearing was served to: 
Brian McMonagle 
Attorney at Law 
1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Facsimile: (215) 981-0977 
Scott McKay 
Attorney at Law 
POBox2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
Facsimile: (208) 345-8274 
Jack McMahon 
Attorney at Law 
139 N Crosky St. 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Facsimile: (215) 981-0977 
Mark Manweiler 
Attorney at Law 
PO Box 937 
Boise, ID 83701 
Facsimile: (208) 424-3100 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first 
class. 
CJ By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
CJ By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for 
pickup at the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
J£" By faxing copies of the same to said attorney(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
CJ Byhand 
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A NO. ___ _ 
W A.M. FILBE.~J'"°--:.::l-:_7.._,...,.,=.~~ 
DEC 1 5 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH Clerk 
By STEPHANIE !-lAADY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT ,izPurv 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, and 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR., 
Defendants. 
Case No. CR-FE-2014-0010815 
CR-FE-2015-0000126 
PRETRIAL ORDER 
The Court hereby issues the following Order regarding trial schedule and procedures: 
I) Pretrial Conference/Hearing 
a. A final Pretrial Conference and hearing( s) on any pending motion( s) will be held on 
January 8, 2016 @2:00 pm. Counsel should file a Notice of Hearing for Motions to be 
heard. 
2) Location 
a. The Trial and all further proceedings will take place in courtroom number 400 of the Ada 
County Courthouse. 
3) Trial Schedule 
a. Starting January 19, 2016, voir dire will begin at 9:00 am - 5:00 pm. On January 20, the 
trial will run from 9:00 am to 2:00 pm. On Friday, January 22, the trial will run from 9:00 
Pretrial Order - p. I 
000342
- -
am to 5:00 pm. On Monday and Tuesday, January 25-26, the trial will run from 9:00 am 
to 5:00 pm. On Wednesday, January 27, the trial will run from 9:00 am to 2:00 pm. On 
Monday and Tuesday, February 1-2, the trial will run from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm. On 
Wednesday, February 3, the trial will run from 9:00 am to 2:00 pm. On Friday, February 
5, the trial will run from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm. Thereafter, if necessary, the trial schedule 
will follow a similar pattern until the case is submitted to the jury. The jury will not be 
sequestered. 
b. Once deliberations begin, the jury will deliberate every day (Monday through Friday) 
from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm, and such additional times upon which the jury may 
unanimously agree, until a verdict is reached or mistrial declared. 
c. When trial runs from 9:00 am to 2:00 pm, there will be two - 20 minute breaks. When 
trial runs from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm, there will be two -20 minute breaks and a 40 minute 
lunch break. The Jury Commissioner will need to provide snacks and meals to the jury, 
and to the court and court staff during trial days. 
4) Order of Presentation 
a. In all proceedings, the State will proceed first, then the Douglas defense, then the Robins 
defense. 
5) Peremptory challenges 
a. The trial jury will consist of 12 jurors and 2 alternates. Idaho Criminal Rule 24( c) 
provides that each side will have 10 peremptory challenges, plus two more peremptory 
challenges each side for the two alternates under ICR 24(d). Provided further, the Court 
finds sufficient potential conflicting interests between the defendants to warrant two 
additional peremptory challenges each. Thus, the state will have 12 peremptory 
challenges, and each of the Defendants shall have 8 peremptory challenges, to be 
exercised separately. 
Pretrial Order - p. 2 
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6) Voir Dire 
a. The initial jury panel shall be no less than 250 in number. The panel shall be called 
together by the Jury Commissioner on Friday, January 8, 2016. The Jury Commissioner 
shall arrange a suitably large room for the panel to gather and shall provide tables and 
chairs or clipboards for each member of the panel. The parties and counsel may waive 
their presence at this initial meeting. 
b. At the initial meeting, the panel will be sworn and questionnaires will be handed out to all. 
Instructions, admonishrnents1, a trial calendar, and notice of confidentiality will be given. 
The jurors will fill out their questionnaires and be allowed to leave. They will be advised 
that if they are again called, will meet on January 19, 2016, at 9: 00 am to continue voir 
dire. 
c. By 5:00 pm on January 8, 2016, the Jury Commissioner will make four copies each of the 
completed questionnaires, and distribute one set for the Court, one for the prosecution, 
and one each for defense counsel. Questionnaires must be held in strict confidence and 
used only for purposes of these proceedings. 
d. No later than January 12, 2016, at 2:00 pm, counsel will present a stipulated list of jurors 
they jointly agree to strike, and a list of jurors they want to question privately. 
e. On January 13, 2016, at 3:30 pm, there will be a short hearing regarding the stipulated list, 
a list of jurors stricken by the Court, and the list of jurors to be interrogated privately. A 
list of the jurors that have been stricken at that time will be provided to the Jury 
Commissioner following this hearing. 
f. On January 15, 2016, at 1 :30 pm, there will be a hearing regarding any jurors the parties 
have not stipulated to striking, as well as any last minute pretrial issues. A list of any 
1 See attached Admonishment Order. 
2 See attached Trial Calendar handout. 
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additional jurors that are stricken will be provided to the Jury Commissioner following the 
hearing. 
g. On January 19, 2016, at 9:00 am, the first 125 jurors that have not been stricken shall 
appear for live voir dire. The first 100 will be called into court for live voir dire ( due to 
space constraints). The voir dire will be conducted first by the Court, then the 
prosecution, then the defense. 
h. Voir dire will begin with questions related to whether jurors have prior knowledge of the 
case. Once these jurors are identified, the panel will be excused, and individual members 
questioned privately until all such persons have been either excused or passed. Upon 
completion, the entire remaining panel will then return and voir dire will proceed with 
general questions. 
1. Once the Court has finished its general questions, the prosecution will have up to one hour 
to question the panel. Then, each defendant will have up to one hour to question the 
panel, for a total of two hours. 
J. Voir dire will continue until jury selection is complete or until 5:00 pm, whichever first 
occurs. If necessary, voir dire will continue on January 20, 2016, at 9:00 am. 
k. Once the panel has been struck to the top 42 potential jurors passed for cause, the 
remaining members will be excused and the parties will then exercise their peremptory 
challenges. 
1. Once the jury and two alternates are selected, the remainder of the panel will be excused. 
Excused panel members will be free to discuss the case or jury selection process in which 
they have taken part if they so choose, but will be under no obligation to speak to anyone. 
m. The selected jury and alternates will be sworn and admonished. Once sworn, jeopardy 
attaches. 
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7) Jury Instructions, Witness and Exhibit Lists 
a. Jury instructions proposed by either party must be filed no later than January 8, 2016, 
subject to the right of either party to submit added instructions to conform to the evidence 
at trial. 
b. The parties shall exchange exhibit lists no later than January 8, 2016. Counsel will meet, 
confer and agree to exhibits that may be admitted without further foundation evidence, 
and exhibits that will require foundation. Agreeing to waive foundation neither prohibits 
foundation evidence, nor waives any other objection. Final exhibit lists indicating 
foundational objections and stipulations will be provided to the Court before the hearing 
on January 15, 2016. 
c. The parties shall provide final witness lists to the Court no later than January 8, 2016. The 
prosecution will provide the defense with a list of witnesses it expects to call each day, but 
not the order, provided that the prosecution need not notify the defense of the dates when 
Anton Raider and Jeanette Juraska may testify. The State will update court and counsel of 
anticipated witnesses for the next court day. 
8) Witnesses 
a. Witnesses Jeanette Juraska and Anton Raider will not be asked about their residence, 
address, or location. 
9) Exclusion of Witnesses 
a. Witnesses will be excluded from the trial by Order of the Court3, which shall be posted on 
the outer door of the courtroom during trial. 
3 
See attached Order Excluding Witnesses 
Pretrial Order - p. 5 
000346
-
10) Local Counsel 
a. Pursuant to IBCR 227(b )(1 ), local counsel for the defense are specifically excused from 
attending the trial. 
11) Security 
a. Both defendants will be allowed to wear civilian clothes during the trial. Defense counsel 
will be responsible for their attire each day. 
b. Defendants must enter and exit the courtroom outside the presence of the jury, properly 
secured and escorted to prevent disruption. Security must ensure that the jury and the 
defendants are not exposed to each other outside the courtroom. 
c. In the courtroom, Defendants shall be seated at counsel tables with their feet in ankle 
irons, secured by chain to the floor of the courtroom. This security system will not be 
visible or audible to the jury. During voir dire, maintenance and/or operations staff will 
be available to tum the desks and podium around as directed. 
d. If a defendant testifies, he will be escorted to and from the witness stand outside the 
presence of the jury, and will be secured in the witness stand by the same security system. 
e. At least three security guards dressed in civilian attire will be present in the courtroom at 
all times, in addition to the bailiff and the court martial. 
f. A security team meeting with the Court, counsel, and staff is set for January 6, 2015 at 
1 :30pm. The prosecutor intends to attend. Defense counsel have waived their right to 
attend and any objection to prosecutor attendance. 
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12) Spectators 
a. Spectators will be subject to a Courtroom Decorum Order4, which shall be posted on the 
outer door of the courtroom during trial. 
b. All other persons in the courtroom at any time during the trial will also be subject to the 
same order to the extent applicable. 
c. Spectators will not be allowed to be seated in the area of the gallery directly behind the 
Defendants unless otherwise necessary or allowed. 
13) Media Coverage 
a. Media will be allowed to cover the trial, subject to the standard order5• 
14) Scheduling Order 
a. The parties shall comply with all other deadlines set forth in the "Amended Notice of Trial 
Setting Order Governing Further Proceedings," and not otherwise altered or amended by 
this Order. 
IT IS SO ORDERED thisJ6ofDecember, 2015. 
4 See attached Courtroom Decorum Order 
5 See attached Standard Media Order 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
'pl, 
I hereby certify that on this Ji day of December, 2015, I mailed (served) a true and correct copy 
of the within instrument to: 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Interdepartmental Mail 
Mr. Scott McKay, Esq. 
Nevin, Benjamin, McKay & Bartlett LLP 
PO Box2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
Mr. Brian McMonagle, Esq. 
McMonagle, Perri, McHugh & Mischak 
1845 Walnut St., 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
Mr. Mark Manweiler, Esq. 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock 
PO Box 937 
Boise, ID 83701 
Mr. Jack McMahon, Esq. 
Attorney At Law 
139 N. Croskey St. 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
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~\L\ 1. J 
- - DEC 17 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH Cl 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRl~J\llii'KEENAN ' 8f14: 
'fl~uTv 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 












Case No. CR-FE-2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE 
Defendant. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss: 
County of Ada ) 
I, James Whitman, declare by sworn statement: I am a resident of Pend Oreille County, 
Washington; I am over the age of 18; I am not a party to the action or related to any of the parties 
in the above-entitled action; 
I served a Subpoena upon Matthew Jamison by delivering to and leaving with Matthew 
Jamison, a copy at 5012 Targee St., Boise, Ada County, Idaho, on the 16th day of December, 
2015 at 2:00 o'clock p.m. 
tTofu.esWhitman 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this _Q_ day 09o O l('O.'oOL:(2015 . .......... ,,, ~ ,,,, ~ PATl, 1'~,. 
,, ,.. I?'- •••••••••• ~A. ~ $~ ,·r~ . 
,01 '~ Q~ f ~f ~<}IIY \ ; . ~
: \ .,•~ J : Commission Expires 'd,~\9-\ 
,:. \ ~ I 0.:" c , .. ~ ~ ... 
~ .. .. ~ ~ 
~ ; .............. ,<::> ~ 
,,,,, rJCI TE 0~ ,,,,, 
''"'""'''' 





- NO ____ =,,.....,==--~ 
A.M ____ Fr_.L~ :a; Cb 
DEC 1 7 2015 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL D~~ D. RJCH, Clem 
By MEG KEENAN 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA DEPUTY 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) 
) 
Plaintiff, ) Case No. CR-FE-2015-126 
) (Consolidated with Case No. 
vs. ) CRFE2014-10815) 
) 




STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss: 
County of Ada ) 
I, James Whitman, declare by sworn statement: I am a resident of Pend Oreille County, 
Washington; I am over the age of 18; I am not a party to the action or related to any of the parties 
in the above-entitled action; 
I served a Subpoena upon Lisa Sullivan by delivering to and leaving with Lisa Sullivan, a 
copy at Quinn's Restaurant and Lounge, 1005 Vista Ave., Boise, Ada County, Idaho, on the 15th 
day of December, 2015 at 8:10 o'clock p.m. 
AFFIDAVIT OF SERVICE - Page 1 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
-
j'.;i)c...,~ 
hL.'~ .. /~' AiVl...._ "'·l - __ ,-,,v,_ 
DEC 1 8 2015 
D. f'11C:-,, Clor~ 
(~I.:...;-,;: ::s ;:-;:-:;:3 
J ~ _\;' l~ . ., 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTII JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STA TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
ELEVENTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Eleventh 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this lY' day of December, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
tvvtl~ 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 





NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
184 5 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
- NO·-----=,.,,,,,,..--....---A.M. ____ Fi_,~--~ Lfi,c/1 
DEC 2 2 2015 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clem: 
By MEG KEENAN 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE ST A TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT'S NOTICE OF 
SERVICE OF RESPONSE TO 
STATE'S REQUEST FOR 
DISCOVERY 
Defendant Anthony Robins, through his attorneys, hereby provides notice pursuant to 
Idaho Criminal Rule 16 that the Defendant served on counsel Defendant's Response to State's 
Request for Discovery on December 21, 2015. 




DATED This~ay of December, 2015. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
DEFENDANT'S NOTICE OF SERVICE- Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this 22._ day of December, 2015, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated 
below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney -- Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street X Faxed --
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock -- Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 X Faxed - --
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
139 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered 
--
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 X Faxed --
fax 215-985-4416 
DEFENDANT'S NOTICE OF SERVICE - Page 3 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 




IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
TWELFTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Twelfth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this _;}j__ day of December, 2015. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 




JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
- ~:o.___,.,~~ 
A.M KS .:E) FIL~t. ----~ 
JAN O 7 20i6 
CHRISTOPl·'i~h l, 1w.r1:, Gle.rk 
By Sl,l'll• hil'.hlG.E 
DEPUT/ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
THIRTEENTH ADDENDUM 
TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Thirteenth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this _j_ day of January, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
SA,~ 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
THIRTEENTH ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT 




NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83 70 I 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
- i,O. ____ ...• ···--I-~-,: '__ '--\ '\_,/ '--A.M___ _, .i'L _______ _ 
et,;;--{;S-, ·,, ... Cle:k 
L~1 .::.. · • ,-... L'.:: 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ST A TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CRFE2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CRFE2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT'S NOTICE 
TO APPEAR TELEPHONICALL Y 
Brian McMonagle, attorney for Defendant Anthony Robins, gives notice that he will 
appear at the hearing on Friday, January 8, 2016 at 2:00 p.m. by telephone. Mr. McMonagle will 
be available at (215) 981-0999. 




DATED This 1 day of January, 2016. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
DEFENDANT'S NOTICE TO APPEAR TELEPHONIC/\LL Y - Page 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this/ day of January, 2016, I caused a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated below: 
Shelley Akamatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered --
200 West Front Street X Faxed -- -
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock -- Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 X Faxed - --
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon Mailed --
139 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered --
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 X Faxed --
fax 215-985-4416 
C~--~c:2-
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Hoagland - Hardy - Oles, January 8, 2016 - 1A-CRT503 
I 
liime Speaker Note 
02:10:11 PM CRFE14.10815 -State v. John Douglas - Pretrial 
Conference - Custody - Manweiler 
02:10:19 PM CRFE15.00126 - State v. Anthony Robins - Pretrial 
Conference - Custody - McKay - McMonagle on 
telephone 
02:10:25 PM Judge Samuel Reviews file 
Hoagland 
02:11:18 PM State's Attorney We have stipulation but nothing else to add 
02:11:32 PM McKay Nothing to bring up 
02:11:37 PM Manweiler Nothing to bring up 
02:11:41 PM Judge Samuel Goes through checklist 
Hoagland 
02:15:15 PM State's Attorney Discusses the stipulation 
02:18:46 PM McMonagle Discusses his agreement w/stipulation 
02:42:43 PM Judge Samuel Will grant request to include an extra witness on the list of 
Hoagland witnesses that can't be videod or have their name released 
02:44:09 PM Will grant request that media order include not video taping 
the security detail of witness due to the undercover nature 
02:55:20 PM End of Case 
1/8/2016 1 of 1 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO.----::::-::::::-"',-,..,..t;::::;"t:::=:'"-
FILEO ;;, ' ;V A.M _____ M1-.::;...---
JAN 11 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. R1CH, Clerk 
By SARA MARKLE 
DEPUl'I 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
FOURTEENTH ADDENDUM 
TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted an Fourteenth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this lL day of January, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
FOURTEENTH ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT 
(ROBINS), Page 1 
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-Hoagland - Hardy- Olesek- January 15, 2016 1A-CRT400 
Time Speaker Note 
01:38:12 PM CRFE14.10815 - State v. John Douglas - Pretrial Conference -
Custody - John McMahon (by telephone) - Shelley Akamatsu -
Scott Bandy 
01:38:15 PM CRFE15.00126 - State v. Anthony Robins - Pretrial Conference -
Custody - Scott McKay - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott Bandy 
01:38:46 PM Judge Reviews file 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:39:11 PM State wanted to strike juror #55 and 101 
01:40:52 PM Discusses placement of defendants and counsel during voire dire 
01:42:53 PM Verifies that preempts is agreed by everyone 
01:43:46 PM Questions counsel regarding any other jurors to strike 
01:43:46 PM State's No additions 
Attorney 
01:43:46 PM McKay No 
01:43:46 PM McMahon No changes 
01:43:46 PM State's Moves to excuse juror #55 and 101, would like them to filed under 
Attorney seal 
01:43:46 PM Argues that the jurors have actual bias 
01:43:46 PM Juror 55 - Takes dad to chemo every week, juror won't be able to 
focus 
01:43:46 PM Juror 101 - same bias 
01:43:46 PM McKay Argues that can't discern what juror #55 have actual bias, need to 
look at juror because of race, reserve ruling until she can be 
questioned 
01:43:46 PM Juror 101 - same arguments 
01:56:50 PM McMahon No harm in asking them come and further questioned, can make 
motion later -
01:57:30 PM State's Final comments 
Attorney 
01:58:29 PM Withdraw motion and ask to question them privately and can renew 
motion at that time 
02:02:52 PM Judge Considered the arguments and reviewed the statute, neither juror 
Samuel can be striken for cause, will grant the alternative to have jurors voir 
Hoagland dire privately 
02:07:03 PM Discusses counsel regarding statutory voire dire 
02:09:14 PMi McKay Would like court to question jury re: if they know the defendants 
02:10:14 PM McMahon Agrees 
02:10:19 PM Judge Will question panel more about outside knowledge and take them 
Samuel up privately 
Hoagland 
02:12:28 PM State's I Questions court as to process 
Attorney I 
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02:12:55 PM Judge Would like to address whole panel and at some point in time, inquire 
Samuel privately with those who 
Hoagland 
02:15:46 PM State's Questions what kind of voire dire the court is planning on doing 
Attorney 
02:24:41 PM Last minute issues - discusses security detail for witness 
02:25:50 PM Judge No, will have sufficient security for witnesses security 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:27:25 PM McKay Ask for Ms. Pressure to assist Mr. McMonagle during voire dire, 
would not be here during remaining of trial 
02:28:37 PM State's No objections 
Attorney 
02:28:47 PM Judge Motion granted 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:28:51 PM McKay Wants to keep the Philadelphia ties out of trial 
02:29:49 PM McMahon Doesn't think it's relevant 
02:30:28 PM State's No objection to location of attorneys, would request 
Attorney 
02:32:31 PM Judge Will grant motion in limine neither counsel nor court will mention fact 
Samuel that outside counsel comes from out of state 
Hoagland 
02:35:15 PM State's Concerned that she can't notify all witnesses to not mention where 
Attorney attorneys are from, can publish a sign 
02:42:00 PM End of Case 
1/15/2016 2 of2 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL K>~ER D. RICH, Clerk 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ~W~~!~~ HARDY 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR., 
Defendants. 





This is a murder trial. The atmosphere in the courtroom must be quiet, calm, and deliberative. Evidence may be 
complex, graphic, emotional, and tedious at times. All spectators must be willing to commit to a serious attitude 
when attending the trial. 
Spectators must remain silent during all proceedings. There will be no talking, outbursts, shaking of heads, signs, 
signals, or any other actions that are distracting, disruptive or prejudicial indications of approval or disapproval of 
any testimony, evidence, argument, statement, actions, rulings, or proceedings. 
No cell phones, smart phones, cameras, computers, tablets, recording devices, pagers, or other such electronic 
devices are allowed in the courtroom by spectators, unless specificaUy allowed by written Order ( e.g. media). 
No buttons, signs, banners, clothing, accessories, or anything else with any distracting, disruptive, prejudicial, or 
inappropriate message may be brought into, worn or displayed in the courtroom. Spectators must be dressed in 
appropriate courtroom attire. 
Spectators must sit where directed by the Court Marshan. Spectators must be seated when proceedings begin and 
remain seated. Spectators may leave at any time, but those who leave during proceedings will not be readmitted 
until the next recess. 
There is no reserved seating. No standing is allowed. No children under 16 are allowed. If the courtroom reaches 
capacity, no other persons will be admitted. 
Spectators may not enter the courtroom until 8:45 am and must exit at the end of the court session for that day. The 
parties, counsel, and their staffs may be present in the courtroom at any time from 8:15 am until the close of the 
session. 
Any violation of the foregoing, and any conduct the Court finds disruptive of the proceedings, may result in an 
order for temporary or pennanent exclusion of the offender(s} from the trial, or Contempt of Court, which could 
result in fines and jail. 
A copy of this Order must be posted on the outside Courtroom door during court hours and extra copies made 
available for handout. 
IT IS SO ORDERED THIS 19th day of January, 2016. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTruclf\N 1 r', 2016 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY ~PHEA o. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE HARDY 
THE STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, and 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS JR., 
Defendants. 
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NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, pursuant to Rule 615 of the Idaho Rules of Evidence (IRE), that 
all prospective or potential witnesses in the above-entitled matter, whether for the parties' cases 
in chief or rebuttal, are hereby ordered EXCLUDED, with the exception of the defendants, and 
Detective Monte Iverson, who has been designated as the State's representative pursuant to IRE 
615(a)(2), and victim(s) and/or specifically designated family members of victim, if any, of the 
alleged crime, whose exclusion is prohibited under IRE 615(a)(4) and Article I, Section 22 of the 
Idaho Constitution. 
No prospective or potential witness shall discuss the substance of any other witness' testimony 
given at trial with that witness or any third party, including counsel, with the exception of any 
retained expert who may assist counsel as to direct or cross examination of a witness. 
No prospective or potential witness shall review any notes, transcript or other synopsis of any 
other witness' testimony given at trial, with the exception of any retained expert who may assist 
counsel as to direct or cross examination of a witness. 
Counsel for each of the parties shall advise all prospective or potential witnesses of this Order. 
Any violation of this order may result in the exclusion or striking of the witness' testimony 
and/or sanctions for contempt of court. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that any effort by any individual, or family members of either 
the defendant or the alleged victim, to threaten, harass, impede or intimidate any person involved 
in the proceedings, will expose that individual to possible felony charges, fines and 
imprisonment. 
IT IS SO ORDERED THIS 19th day of January, 2016. 
ORDER EXCLUDING WITNESSES 
------ ·- - --
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CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
SUPPLEMENTAL CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS REGARDING By STEPH,~.!IJIE HARDY 
BROADCAST, VIDEO, AND/OR PHOTOGRAPHIC COVERAGE "' ~,' -v 
OF COURTROOM PROCEEDINGS FOR 
Case Name: State v Douglas & Robins 
Case No: CRFE 2014-0010815 & 2015-0000126 
Date(s): January 19 - Feb 5, 2016 
Proceeding: -"'J:..;;:u:..:...ryL..-.;.T-'-'ri=a:c._l _____________________ _ 
I. The camera operator will comply with all reasonable requests, commands or directives of the judge 
and/or court bailiff. 
2. The camera and the camera operator must be in position and set up ten ( I 0) minutes prior to the 
commencement of court, which is scheduled to commence at 9:00 am . The camera 
and the camera operator must remain in court until court adjourns or recesses. 
3. The camera must be set up behind the bar on the jury box side of the courtroom, unless a different 
location is specifically approved or directed by the Judge. 
4. No other cameras or use of cameras will be allowed in the courtroom, unless permitted by the judge. 
5. No camera operator, or other media representative, shall be permitted in the well of the courtroom at 
any time, unless specifically approved or directed by the Judge. 
6. The camera shall be set up so as not to interfere with public ingress and egress. 
7. No video or photographs shall be taken of the gallery (audience) or spectators in the courtroom. 
8. No video or photographs shall be taken of any alleged victim(s) or their family members in the 
courtroom or hallways of the courthouse. 
9. No video or photographs shall be taken of any juror or potential juror for the case. 
I 0. No video or photographs shall be taken of any witness before, during, or after his/her testimony, in the 
courtroom or hallways of the courthouse. 
11. Cameras shall not record or broadcast any conversation or communication between attorneys and 
clients. 
12. No video or photographing shall commence until the case is called. All video or photographing shall 
cease when the case concludes. 
13. No video or photographing shall be taken during any recess of the court. 
14. No person shall be asked to pose for any photograph in the courtroom. No staged or posed 




15. Media must pool their coverage. The sounds and/or images recorded by the camera allowed pursuant 
to this order shall provide non-copyrighted images, audio, and/or video to all other requesting media. 
16. No video or sound feed that may be heard or viewed by any person who may be a witness in the case 
before the court shall be permitted in the hallways of the courthouse. 
17. Other: No Photos, images, videos, or recordings of witnesses Jeanette Juraska, 
Anton Raider, or Matt Jamison, nor any federal security officers. 
18. Failure to comply with this Order could result in sanctions for Contempt of Court. 
IT IS SO ORDERED, this 19th -----
Idaho Court Administrative Rule 45. Cameras In the Courtroom 
(a) 'Audio/visual coverage,' as used in this rule, means broadcast, video, audio, and photographic coverage or recording of public 
proceedings before district and magistrate judges. Broadcast means the transmission of images or sounds by any electronic 
means, including but not limited to television, radio, Internet, email or streaming. Audio/visual coverage is authorized subject to 
the discretion of the presiding judge. The presiding judge maintains the right to limit audio/visual coverage of any public hearing 
when the interests of the administration of justice requires. Authoru:ation may be revoked at any time, without prior notice, when 
in the discretion of the court it appears that audio/visual coverage is interfering in any way with the proper administration of 
justice. 
(h) The presiding judge may, at his or her discretion, limit, restrict, or prohibit audio/visual coverage at any proceeding. Any 
decision regarding audio/visual coverage is not subject to appellate review. 
(c) Audio/visual coverage of the following proceedings is prohibited: 
(1) There shall be no broadcast, video or audio coverage or recording of conferences which occur in a court facility between 
attorneys and their clients, between co-counsel of a client, or between cotmsel and the presiding judge held at the bench. There 
shall be no audio/visual coverage of notes upon the counsel table, nor of any exhibits before they are admitted into evidence. 
(2) There shall be no audio/visual coverage of in-camera sessions or judicial deliberations. 
(3) There shall be no audio/visual coverage of proceedings when they are closed to the public including adoptions, mental health 
proceedings, child protective act proceedings. termination of parent child relations, grand jury proceedings, issuance of arrest and 
search warrant proceedings covered by Rule 32, Idaho Administrative Rules, or a comparable rule when the proceeding may be 
closed to effectuate the purposes of the rule. 
(d) The presiding judge may exclude audio/visual coverage of a particular participant or direct that the identity or audio of a 
participant be concealed upon a determination that such coverage will have a substantial adverse effect upon a particular 
individual. It is expected the presiding judge will exercise particular sensitivity to victims of crime. 
( e) The administrative district judge shall promulgate rules governing audio/visual coverage outside the courtroom in courthouses 
within the judicial district. 
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(f) It is the responsibility of each broadcast news representative present at the beginning of each session of court to achieve an 
understanding with all other broadcast representatives as to who will function at any given time, or in the alternative, how they 
will pool their coverage. This understanding shall be reached outside the courtroom and without imposition upon the presiding 
judge or court personnel. The presiding judge shall not be called upon to resolve any disputes except to determine that if the 
broadcast representatives cannot agree broadcast coverage will not take place. 
(g) Approval of audio/visual coverage must be obtained in advance from the presiding judge. 
(h) If audio/visual coverage is authorized, rules goveming the media shall be established at each judge's discretion. An order 
permitting audio/visual coverage of court proceedings shall not include any restriction on the time when, the place where, or the 
manner in which the content of the audio/visual coverage may be aired or published. Audio/visual coverage may be 
authorized subject to the following guidelines: 
(I) Jury -- Photographing or videotaping of the jury or jurors is prohibited, including during jury selection. 
(2) Light -- Existing light only may be used for still photography or video coverage. Electronic flash or artificial lighting is 
prohibited. 
(3) Camera Noise - Camera noise and distractions shall be kept to a minimum. 
( 4) Still Photography -- Electronic flash is prohibited Photographers must use quiet camera equipment to minimize distraction 
from the judicial proceedings. 
(5) Video Coverage -- No video or television camera shall give any indication of whether it is operating. 
(6) Audio - Any audio equipment shall be placed as determined by the presiding judge. There shall be no broadcast of 
confidential communications. If there is coverage by both radio and television, the microphones used shall serve each system 
without duplication. 
(7) Location - Media shall be in a position at least 15 minutes before court begins. Media positions shall not change while court 
is in session. The specific location or locations of media must be approved in advance by the presiding judge or designee. 
(8) Dress - Media representation shall present a neat appearance and conduct themselves in keeping with the dignity of the court 
proceedings as determined by the presiding judge. 
(9) Pooling of Video and Broadcast Coverage - Only one still photographer and one video and broadcast camera operator shall 
be permitted in the courtroom unless the presiding judge allows additional cameras. Any arrangements for pooling of video and 
broadcast coverage must be made by the media organizations. 
( I 0) Pooling of Still Photography i'I Only one still photographer shall be permitted in the courtroom unless the presiding judge 
allows additional still photography cameras. Any arrangements for pooling of still photography coverage must be made by the 
media organizations. 
(11) Sharing of Pool Photography, Video and Broadcast Coverage - If the presiding judge determines that only a pool 
photographer or video and broadcast camera operator shall be permitted in the courtroom, the pool photographer and video 
and broadcast camera operator shall share their images and audio recordings with all news organizations, either print or broadcast, 
that request them in a timely fashion. All images and audio recordings captured in the courtroom, whether before, during or after 
the actual court proceedings, by the pool photographer or video and broadcast camera operator shall be shared as required by this 
rule. 
(i) The presiding judge may require any media representative to demonstrate adequately in advance of a proceeding that the 
equipment to be used meets the standards of the rule. 
(j) The public shall not be required to incur any expenses to accommodate cameras or other equipment covered by this rule. Any 
proposal by media representatives to modify existing facilities at media expense to accommodate use of equipment in 
the courtroom shall be submitted to the trial court administrator for the district. A final proposal shall be submitted to the 
administrative district judge for acceptance, modification or rejection. When planning courtroom construction or remodeling, 
consideration shall be given to accommodations that will provide broadcast and print media with reasonable access to court 
proceedings. 
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Time Speaker Note 
08:39:30AM CRFE14.10815 - State v. John Douglas - Jury trial - Day 1 -
Custody - Jack McMahon - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott 
Bandy 
08:39:S0AM CRFE15.00126 -State v. Anthony Robins -Jury Trial - Day 
1 - Custody - Brian McMonagle - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott 
Bandy 
08:40:22AM Judge Mr. Douglas is not present, working on clothes 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
08:42:01 AM Discusses moving the jury and tables around 
08:47:55AM Counsel No objection as to how the panel was drawn 
08:48:0BAM State's Nothing 
Attorney 
08:48:10 AM Defense Nothing to bring up 
09:05:36AM Judge FTA:38,40, 76,152,166 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:19:21 AM Counsel Waives roll call of jury 
09:19:31 AM Judge Opening voire dire 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:30:28AM Panel Sworn in 




09:35:47 AM 113 - has MS, worried about not being able to give case full 
attention 
09:36:32AM State's No objection 
Attorney 
09:36:36AM Defense No objection 
Counsel 
09:36:38AM Judge Will excuse juror #13 for cause 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:38:36AM Length of trial issues 
09:39:01 AM Juror #55 takes father to chemo every Friday, no one to take father 
09:43:26AM Judge Knows about case? 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:44:09AM #63 Knows from news media, knows a bit of info, no opinions 
formed, can be impartial 
1/19/2016 1 of 4 
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09:47:34 AMi #55 no longer extreme hardship if someone takes father to 
chemo, knows about case from media, knows some info re: 
case, no opinions of case, can be impartial 
09:49:23AM #79 knows about case from peers, knows about case after 
questionaire, prior knowledge of the victim, no opinions form, 
can be impartial 
09:51:34AM Judge Will do individual side bar later w/jurors who might know 
Samuel about case 
Hoagland 
09:54:01 AM Might know defendants 
09:54:12 AM Juror #79 bf family knows victims 
09:54:24AM Judge Will do individual voire dire 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:56:43AM Does anyone know the attorneys 
09:56:46AM Juror #54 knows Shelley from childhood, no extra weight 
10:01:23 AM Judge Knows any witnesses not mentioned on questionaire 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:03:17 AM Ever been accused of a similiar criminal case 
10:03:26AM Juror #33 Brother in law, 3 years ago, explains situation, can be fair 
and impartial 
10:04:51 AM #70 youngest brother, 20 years ago, found guilt of murder in 
New Plymouth 
10:06:21 AM Judge Friend or close family friend a victim of similiar charges 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:07:40 AM #27 a friend who was murdered, in Boise, can be fair and 
impartial 
10:09:06 AM #50 brother in law, 10 years ago, explains situation, can be 
impartial 
10:11:02 AM #24 explains situation regarding acquanintance who was 
killed, can be impartial 
10:14:27 AM Judge Racial bias prevents being fair and impartial 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:14:30AM #17 would be more prejudice against prosecution, thinks 
african americans are treated unfairly 
10:15:19 AM Judge Do you feel you can't follow the law as given by the Judge 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:19:31 AM State's Starts voire dire 
Attorney 
10:55:16AM passes panel for cause 
11:14:39AM Judge Recalls case 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
1/19/2016 2 of4 
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11:15:14 AM! Calls in #63 
11:17:35 AM State's Questions juror 
Attorney 
11:18:23 AM Defense No additional questions 
11:18:36 AM Judge Calls juror #79 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:20:52 AM State's No questions 
Attorney 
11:20:56 AM McMahon Questions juror .... 
11:24:36 AM Judge Brings in the whole panel 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:29:11 AM Counsel Waives roll call of jury 
11:29:21 AM McMahon Starts voire dire 
11:31:25 AM Moving to strike juror #95 
11:31:33 AM State's No objection 
Attorney 
11:31:38 AM Judge Strikes juror #95 for cause 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:48:04 AM McMonagl Starts Voire dire 
e 
11:53:59 AM State's Pass panel for cause 
Attorney 
11:54:04 AM McMahon Pass panel for cause 
11:54:10AM McMonagl Pass panel for cause 
e 
12:00:13 PM recess 
01:03:22 PM Recalls case and brings in jury 




02:05:09 PM Court Calls jury to the box 
02:09:10 PM State's Jury acceptable 
Attorney 
02:09:15 PM Defendant Jury acceptable 
02:11:21 PM Jury panel Sworn in 
02:14:07 PM Judge Opening jury instructions 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:38:32 PM recess 
03:04:46 PM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
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03:05:34 PM State's Opening statement 
Attorney 
03:39:53 PM McMahon Opening statement 
03:58:17 PM McMonagl Opening Statement 
e 
04:12:47 PM Judge Dismiss the jury for the day, admonish the jury 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:14:37 PM State's Presents stipulations for evidence 
Attorney 
04:15:43 PM Presents stipulation re: sketch in case 
04:16:05 PM Presents stipulation of author of 133 (letter written by Robins) 
04:17:06 PM Defense No issues regarding stipulations 
Counsel 
04:18:08 PM Judge Wants to make sure that exhibits are offered and admitted 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:18:51 PM Defense Nothing to add to the case 
Counsel 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
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vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 













CRFE 2014 0010815 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STIPULATION REGARDING 
STATE'S EXHIBITS 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
Attorney for Ada County, and Jack McMahon, Attorney for Defendant, John C. Douglas, 
and Brian McMonagle, attorney for Anthony Robins Jr., and stipulate and agree to the 
admission of State's exhibits 1-120, 123-145. 
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DATED this/ 1 day of January, 2016. 
DATED thislv":iay of January, 2016. 
DATED this( ~ay of January, 2016. 
-
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
<1J1 ~ta®~ 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Brfaonag e 
Attorney for Defendant Anthony Robins 
J 




State of Idaho v. John Douglas & Anthony Robins Jr. 
CRFE 2014 0010815 & CRFE 2015-0000126 
Exhibit Descriotion Sponsor Move Admit Exclude 
I Arial photo of Orchard Street (Horizontal) 
la Arial photo of Orchard Street (Vertical) 
2 Photo-Entrance to 217 5 Orchard 
3 Photo-Foyer of Orchard 
4 Photo-Base of stairs of Orchard 
5 Photo-Stairs at Orchard 
6 Photo-Stairs with marker 43 
7 Photo-Close-up marker 43 
8 Photo-Living room of Orchard from foyer 
9 Photo- Living room with markers 
10 Photo-Jeanette's annlication 
11 Photo-Floor of livingroom with Ciroc 
12 Photo-Close-up of Ciroc bottle 
13 Photo-Dining room of Orchard with markers 
14 Photo-Close-up of Dining room floor 
15 Photo-Close-up of .45 caliber casing 
16 Photo-Close-up of .45 caliber casing facing up 
17 Photo-Jeanette in Emergency Room 
18 Photo-Close-up of Jeanette's Left Arm 
19 Photo of Elliot Bailey 
20 Photo of Travonte Calloway 
21 Sketch of Shooter 
22 Photo- Dame's phone activity list 
23 Photo-Front of Red Maple from Franklin Blvd. 
24 Photo-Close-up ofl 1031 Red Maple 
25 Sketch of Floorplan of 11031 Red Maple 
26 Photo-Entrance to Red Maple 
27 Photo-Left side of Living Room Red Maple 
28 Photo-Center of Living Room Red Maple 
29 Photo-Right side of Living Room Red Maple 
30 Photo-Entrance to Dining Room Red Maple 
30a Photo-Knitted Living Room Photos 27, 28, 29 
31 Photo-Raider's boxes ofrecords 
32 Photo-Entrance to kitchen Red Maple 
33 Photo-Kitchen Red Maple 
34 Photo-Kitchen Sink Red Maple 
35 Photo-Entrance to Robins Bedroom 
36 Photo-ri!!ht side Robins Bedroom 
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37 Photo-Robins closet 
38 Photo-Items from Robins closet 
39 Photo-Entrance to Laundry/Workout Room 
40 Photo-Couch in Laundry/Workout Room 
41 Photo-Weights in Laundry/Workout Room 
42 Photo-Washer/Dryer 
43 Photo-Entrance Winn's Bedroom 
44 Photo-Winn bed and nightstand 
45 Photo-Winn's cell phone, watch and blue cell phone 
46 Photo-Entrance Raider's Room 
47 Photo-Left side of Raider's Room 
48 Photo-Ri!!ht side of Raider's Room 
49 Photo-Raider's Bed 
50 Photo - Handgun in Raider's Room 
51 Photo-Magazine's in Raider's Room 
52 Photo-Empty .45 caliber guncase 
53 Photo-Wooden box with drugs 
54 Photo-Blue Garmet Bag 
55 Photo-Inside Garmet Bag pocket 
56 Photo-Bag of Boxes of Ammo 
57 Photo-Loose bullets in bag 
58 Photo-Safe found in Raider's Room 
59 Photo-Safe with Contents from Raider's Room 
60 Photo-Contents of Safe Removed 
61 Photo-Returned Rifles 
62 Photo-Facebook page Samari Winn 
63 Photo-Elliot Bailey Facebook Profile Photo 
64 Photo-Raider's Van 
65 Photo-inside Raider's van 
66 Photo-Lisa Sullivan 
67 Raider Phone Record on 5/9/2014 
68 Photo- Lisa Burner phone record June 6, 2014 
69 Arial photo of Red Maple 
70 Arial photo Red Maple and Franklin 
71 Arial Photo Red Maple & Five Mile 
72 Arial Photo Red Maple and Van Drop Point 
73 Photo-Raider buying bleach 5/9/2014 
74 Photo Elliot Bailey deceased 
75 Photo Travonte Calloway deceased 
76 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/7/2014 1:03 p.m. 
77 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/7/2014 1:05 p.m. 
78 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/7/2014 1:07 p.m. 
79 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/7/2014 1:30 p.m. 
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80 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/7/2014 7:33 p.m. 
81 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 2:17 p.m. 
82 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 2:29 p.m. 
83 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 2:45 p.m. 
84 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 5:53 p.m. 
85 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 6:43 p.m. 
86 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 10:11 p.m. 
87 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 10:13 p.m. 
88 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 10:14 p.m. 
89 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 12:02 p.m. 
90 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 12:03 p.m. 
91 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 12:12 p.m. 
92 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 2:19 p.m. 
93 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 4:27 p.m. 
94 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 4:45 p.m. 
95 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 9:51 p.m. 
96 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 11:05 p.m. 
97 Summary Phone calls April 23, 2014 and April 28, 2014 
98 Summary Phone Calls May 2, 2014 and May 3, 2014 
99 Summary Phone Calls May 8, 2014 and May 8, 2014 
100 Binder of Certified Records 
CAD printout Red Maple 5/9/2014 
CAD printout Abercrombie 5/8/2014 
Spearmint Rhino Surveillance video 
US Airlines Flight Records 
AT&T Records 510-697-3457 
AT&T Records 208-340-5894 
Sprint Records 510-209-6916 
Sprint Records 208-407-5304 
T Mobile Records 267-266-0220 
Verizon Records 208-859-8703 
Metro PCS Records 510-565-9831 
Southwest Airlines Records 
Paramedics reports 
St. Alphonsus Medical Records 
101 Photo-Douglas at Rhino Entrance 
102 Photo-Lance Robertson greeting Douglas 
103 Photo-Rorbertson and Douglas Talking 
104 Photo-Robins and Wadholm Entrance Rhino 
105 Photo-Robins greeting Robertson & Douglas 
106 Photo-Winn Entrance of Rhino 
107 Photo-Winn talking to Robertson 
108 Photo- Video of Douglas on Winn's phone 
109 Photo-Douglas, Robertson, Robins, Hollis and Kenny 
Allen in Atlanta, GA 1/2014 
110 Arial photo of Red Maple and Orchard Street 
000378
-
111 Cabella's Receipt for May 2, 2014 
112 Pictures of bullet types from receipt consisting of 3 pages. 
113 Photo comparison of .45 caliber bullets at murder scene 
and Cabella's receipt 
114 Robins Facebook page friend's list 
115 Road map of Pacific Northwest 
116 Powerpoint of Cell Phone Tower Information 
117 Photo-2 cell phones from laundry room 
118 Photo- James' Kreider 
119 Photo-Douglas, Robins, and Lance partying June 2014 
120 Height and Weight Summary 
121 Travel Documents Junior Adams 
122 Travel Document Marcell Yates 
123 Arial Map of Orchard (Vertical) with Measurement 
124 Blank calendar May 2014 
125 Photo- Anton Raider 
126 Photo- Anthony Robins 
127 Photo-Samari Winn 
128 Photo-Lineup Shown to Jeanette 
129 Deleted Texts Winn's Phone 
130 Video of Douglas found on Winn's phone 
131 CD of redacted calls Douglas on 7/29/2014 
132 CD of Raider and Robins on 9/15/14 
133 Original letter written by Douglas to Robins 
134 Robins Statements with Sullivan 
135 Robins Lease for Red Maple 
136 Photo of Douglas in Whatever it Takes Shirt 
137 Summary of Texts and Phone calls between Robins, 
Sullivan and Raider and Lance Robertson May 9, 2014 
until May 20, 2014 
138 Summary of Texts and Phone Calls between Sullivan, 
Robins and Robertson Jan 5, 2015 to Jan. 7, 2015 
139 Photo - Vantage point of Matt Jamison across Orchard 
140 Photo-Vantage point of Matt Jamison North Orchard 
141 Summary of Texts and Calls Robins and Georgette 
142 Flight Manifest Southwest Airlines 
143 Mileage Summary 
144 CD ofredacted Rhino Video 
145 Photo- Lance Robertson 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
- '1(1 ,1,; ---,,TT ij ·-:-u-:----, 1" ~ ,.. ________ ----T--1 },,1.~_Uq __ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 













CRFE 2014 0010815 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STIPULATION REGARDING 
STATE'S EXHIBIT 133 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
Attorney for Ada County, and Jack McMahon, Attorney for Defendant, John C. Douglas, 
and Brian McMonagle, attorney for Anthony Robins Jr., and stipulate and agree State's 
Exhibit 133 an original document that was written and authored by John C. Douglas. 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
- rJO. _________ ,. . -· "!,l. ~--·------ -~~~.t ~L __,'1j'""': -'-lb __ 
H\J~ 1 9 2016 
CHF:lSTOPl-!EF-: n. FHCH, Clerk 
8,/ ~; rep; : '· :\~ i r-: l-l)\HOY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 













CRFE 2014 0010815 
CRFE 2015 0000126 
STIPULATION REGARDING 
SKETCH DONE BY 
TONYA NEWBERRY 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
Attorney for Ada County, and Jack McMahon, Attorney for Defendant, John C. Douglas, 
and Brian McMonagle, attorney for Anthony Robins Jr., and stipulate and agree to the 
following: 
I. May 12, 2014, from 12:30 p.m. to 2:30 p.m., Jeanette Juraska met with Boise Police 
Detective and sketch artist Tonya Newberry in her room at St. Alphonsus Hospital. 
STIPULATION-Page 1 
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The purpose of the meeting was to have Det. Newberry draw a picture of the man 
who shot Jeanette Juraska, Travonte Calloway and Elliot Bailey on May 8, 2014. 
2. Detective Newberry showed Jeanette Juraska the Steinberg Identification Catalogue. 
The catalogue contained over 1,100 pictures of head shapes, eyes, eyebrows, noses, 
lips, chins, cheeks, ears, hair, head hair, facial hair and foreheads. 
3. Jeanette Juraska the selected pictures that most closely resembled the person who 
shot her, Calloway and Bailey. Detective Newberry then drew a composite of all of 
the pictures Jeanette selected. 
4. State's Exhibit 21 is a true and accurate depiction of the composite sketch of the 
pictures Jeanette Juraska identified as belonging to the shooter and were then drawn 
by Detective Tonya Newberry. 
~ 
DATED this ':J day of January, 2016. 
..ft. 
DATED this .ft__ day of January, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
&u~~ 
By: Shelley W. Akarnatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
----
Attorney for Defendant Anthony Robins 
Attorney for Defendant John Douglas 
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-
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 





JAN 1 9 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By WENDY MALONE 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
FIFTEENTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Fifteenth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this l ~ day of January, 2016. 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 




DATED this )1 day of January, 2016. 
DATED this ltiay of January, 2016. 
DATED this J.{day of January, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
)JUJ ~ k () /J'{L~<.__, 
I 
By/1 Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
Brian c onagle 
Attorney for Defendant Anthony Robins 
Attorney for Defendant John C. Douglas 
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n INBOUND NOTIFICATION : FAX RECEIVED SUCCESSFULLY ''* 
CEIVED - REMOTE CSID A 
19, 2016 4:52:40 PM MST 2083736505 ~¥~N iAGES STATUS Received 
016 17:58 2083736505 IDAHO STATESMAN PAGE 01/01 
Request for App.royaJJ No. 
Judge's Order . AJ,f , 'S-
Directi.ons: Fill out.the forn:i below, _and fax to county requested:· Ada Coun'ty, 28 -
Elmore County, 587-1320; Boise County, 392-6712; or Valley County, 3.82· 
JAN20 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DIS~10p 2016 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ~s~~~ D. RICH r.,_ 
~ -Ip ,, r ABB07r • '-'1t1rk 
~~ . ~--~,~~.- -d ) DEPUry \. 
PLAINTI'.FF(S) · · ) 
) 
V. ~ohti ·[ · !},'&fa~ ~ 
ll-11 /t,.l)lry ~6(n5 !Jr, l 
DEFENDANT(S) ) 




A COURT rROCEED!NG 
AND ORDER 
I hereby request approval to broadca:isanf},dr hotog.r.aph the following court · · 
pr:ocecdi.ngci2-... f.i~Z.ol'o/-/d/~ 6 _pl , __ ,-/__.J.,;J. l rJH:2.£ 
Case No.: ~  .. 1.2.£L.l Date:_r/;111. Z.~ 12.Z>/5 11/?'I I ~~~~ ,,.s:.,-{ 1 ;/..{;f.;I",.. 
Time; ______ ...,. . Location: __ ---~-- /)~ tn 
Presiding Judge: ~ .. P,b,t/.J.~2# 4 - ~t.Jrj 
.I haw read the relevant Idaho rule pern,.itf · cameras tn the courtroom, and will comply 
in al_!.p:spects with .. the Rul~ ~ Order of e o . 'r /?"1/ 
~hh ~_£1___ --~~-1-,,......J~----
Pwitkla.fue /_I~ / __,,.. ~- .~ · Si re . 6 U .::,, 
lLP-_l-Z> ~~- . ~·h, 11.; 2i~/6 . 3,_:Z 7-- ,'2, ~ 
News Organization Represented Date Phone nUI?be.r 
Pool cameras to be re.:presented or present (please cirqle) Channels 2 4 6 7 12 
OROER 
THE COURT, having considered the above Request for Approval under the Rule 
pcnnitting camen1s in trial courtrooms, hereby orders that permission to broadcast ao.d/or 
photograph the above hearing is: 




SUPPLEMENTAL CONDITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS REGARDING 
BROADCAST, VIDEO, AND/OR PHOTOGRAPHIC COVERAGE 
OF COURTROOM PROCEEDINGS FOR 
Case Name: State v Douglas & Robins 
Case No: CRFE 2014-0010815 & 2015-0000126 
Date(s): January 19 - Feb 5, 2016 
Proceeding: ...ccJ--=cu"'""ryL--'-T-'-'ri=a"--1 ______________________ _ 
1. The camera operator will comply with all reasonable requests, commands or directives of the judge 
and/or court bailiff. 
2. The camera and the camera operator must be in position and set up ten ( 1 O) minutes prior to the 
commencement of court, which is scheduled to commence at 9:00 am . The camera 
and the camera operator must remain in court until court adjourns or recesses. 
3. The camera must be set up behind the bar on the jury box side of the courtroom, unless a different 
location is specifically approved or directed by the Judge. 
4. No other cameras or use of cameras will be allowed in the courtroom, unless permitted by the judge. 
5. No camera operator, or other media representative, shall be permitted in the well of the courtroom at 
any time, unless specifically approved or directed by the Judge. 
6. The camera shall be set up so as not to interfere with public ingress and egress. 
7. No video or photographs shall be taken of the gallery (audience) or spectators in the courtroom. 
8. No video or photographs shall be taken of any alleged victim(s) or their family members in the 
courtroom or hallways of the courthouse. 
9. No video or photographs shall be taken of any juror or potential juror for the case. 
10. No video or photographs shall be taken of any witness before, during, or after his/her testimony, in the 
courtroom or hallways of the courthouse. 
11. Cameras shall not record or broadcast any conversation or communication between attorneys and 
clients. 
12. No video or photographing shall commence until the case is called. All video or photographing shall 
cease when the case concludes. 
13. No video or photographing shall be taken during any recess of the court. 
14. No person shall be asked to pose for any photograph in the courtroom. No staged or posed 
photographs shall be permitted. 
------r 
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15. Media must pool their coverage. The sounds and/or images recorded by the camera allowed pursuant 
to this order shall provide non-copyrighted images, audio, and/or video to all other requesting media. 
16. No video or sound feed that may be heard or viewed by any person who may be a witness in the case 
before the court shall be pennitted in the hallways of the courthouse. 
17. Other: No Photos. images, videos, or recordings of witnesses Jeanette Juraska, 
Anton Raider, or Matt Jamison, nor any federal security officers. 
18. Failure to comply with this Order could result in sanctions for Contempt of Court. 
IT IS SO ORDERED, this 19th -----
Idaho Court Administrative Rule 45. Cameras In the Courtroom 
(a) 'Audio/visual coverage,' as used in this rule, means broadcast. video, audio, and photographic coverage or recording of public 
proceedings before district and magistrate judges. Broadcast means the transmission of images or sounds by any electronic 
means, including but not limited to television, radio, Internet. email or streaming. Audio/visual coverage is authorized subject to 
the discretion of the presiding judge. The presiding judge maintains the right to limit audio/visual coverage of any public hearing 
when the interests of the administration of justice requires. Authorization may be revoked at any time, without prior notice, when 
in the discretion of the court it appears that audio/visual coverage is interfering in any way with the proper administration of 
justice. 
(b) The presiding judge may, at his or her discretion, limit. restrict, or prohibit audio/visual coverage at any proceeding. Any 
decision regarding audio/visual coverage is not subject to appellate review. 
(c) Audio/visual coverage of the following proceedings is proht"bited: 
(1) There shall be no broadcast, video or audio coverage or recording of conferences which occur in a court facility between 
attorneys and their clients, between co-counsel of a client. or between cotmsel and the presiding judge held at the bench. There 
shall be no audio/visual coverage of notes upon the counsel table, nor of any exhibits before they are admitted into evidence. 
(2) There shall be no audio/visual coverage of in-camera sessions or judicial deliberations. 
(3) There shall be no audio/visual coverage of proceedings when they are closed to the public including adoptions, mental health 
proceedings, child protective act proceedings, tennination of parent child relations, grand jury proceedings, issuance of arrest and 
search warrant proceedings covered by Rule 32, Idaho Administrative Rules, or a comparable rule when the proceeding may be 
closed to effectuate the purposes of the rule. 
( d) The presiding judge may exclude audio/visual coverage of a particular participant or direct that the identity or audio of a 
participant be concealed upon a determination that such coverage will have a substantial adverse effect upon a particular 
individual. It is expected the presiding judge will exercise particular sensitivity to victims of crime. 
( e) The administrative district judge shall promulgate rules governing audio/visual coverage outside the courtroom in courthouses 
within the judicial district. 
000387
(t) It is the responsibility of each broadcast news representative present at the beginning of each session of court to achieve an 
understanding with all other broadcast representatives as to who will function at any given time, or in the alternative, how they 
will pool their coverage. This understanding shall be reached outside the courtroom and without imposition upon the presiding 
judge or court personnel. The presiding judge shall not be called upon to resolve any disputes except to determine that if the 
broadcast representatives cannot agree broadcast coverage will not take place. 
(g) Approval of audio/visual coverage must be obtained in advance from the presiding judge. 
(h) If audio/visual coverage is authorized, rules governing the media shall be established at each judge's discretion. An order 
permitting audio/visual coverage of court proceedings shall not include any restriction on the time when, the place where, or the 
manner in which the content of the audio/visual coverage may be aired or published. Audio/visual coverage may be 
authorized subject to the following guidelines: 
(I) Jwy -- Photographing or videotaping of the jwy or jurors is prohibited, including during jwy selection. 
(2) Light -- Existing light only may be used for still photography or video coverage. Electronic flash or artificial lighting is 
prohibited. 
(3) Camera Noise - Camera noise and distractions shall be kept to a minimum. 
( 4) Still Photography -- Electronic flash is prohibited. Photographers must use quiet camera equipment to minimize distraction 
from the judicial proceedings. 
(5) Video Coverage -- No video or television camera shall give any indication of whether it is operating. 
(6) Audio - Any audio equipment shall be placed as determined by the presiding judge. There shall be no broadcast of 
confidential communications. If there is coverage by both radio and television, the microphones used shall serve each system 
without duplication. 
(7) Location - Media shall be in a position at least 15 minutes before court begins. Media positions shall not change while court 
is in session. The specific location or locations of media must be approved in advance by the presiding judge or designee. 
(8) Dress - Media representation shall present a neat appearance and conduct themselves in keeping with the dignity of the court 
proceedings as detennined by the presiding judge. 
(9) Pooling of Video and Broadcast Coverage - Only one still photographer and one video and broadcast camera operator shall 
be permitted in the courtroom unless the presiding judge allows additional cameras. Any arrangements for pooling of video and 
broadcast coverage must be made by the media organizations. 
(10) Pooling of Still Photography ff Only one still photographer shall be permitted in the courtroom unless the presiding judge 
allows additional still photography cameras. Any arrangements for pooling of still photography coverage must be made by the 
media organizations. 
(11) Sharing of Pool Photography, Video and Broadcast Coverage - If the presiding judge detennines that only a pool 
photographer or video and broadcast camera operator shall be permitted in the courtroom, the pool photographer and video 
and broadcast camera operator shall share their images and audio recordings with all news organizations, either print or broadcast, 
that request them in a timely fashion. All images and audio recordings captured in the courtroom, whether before, during or after 
the actual court proceedings, by the pool photographer or video and broadcast camera operator shall be shared as required by this 
rule. 
(i) The presiding judge may require any media representative to demonstrate adequately in advance of a proceeding that the 
equipment to be used meets the standards of the rule. 
(i) The public shall not be required to incur any expenses to accommodate cameras or other equipment covered by this rule. Any 
proposal by media representatives to modify existing facilities at media expense to accommodate use of equipment in 
the courtroom shall be submitted to the trial court administrator for the district. A final proposal shall be submitted to the 
administrative district judge for acceptance, modification or rejection. When planning courtroom construction or remodeling, 





NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
303 West Bannock 
P.O. Box 2772 
Boise, ID 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
(208) 345-8274 fax 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Brian J. McMonagle 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
1845 Walnut Street, 19th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19103 
(215) 981-0999 
(215) 981-0977 fax 
bmcmonagle@mpmpc.com 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony Robins 
- r·o A, ;,~= S: ~iD --F'.M., ___ _ 
JAN 2 0 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cierk 
By SARA MARKLE 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR TI-IE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CR-FE-2014-10815) 
MOTION FOR TRANSPORT 
Defendant Anthony Robins, through his attorneys, moves this Court for an Order that 
Hollis Allen, Inmate #88446, Idaho State Correctional Center, Unit H, Boise, Idaho 83707, be 
transported by the Ada County Sheriffs Office, from the custody of the Idaho State 
Department of Corrections, Boise, Idaho, after the 19th day of January, 2016, to testify at the 
jury trial in the above captioned matter now set before the Honorable Samuel Hoagland, 
District Judge. A proposed order is submitted herewith and Mr. Robins requests that this 




Order be held in abeyance until a date and time certain for Mr. Hollis to testify can be 
determined. 
r----
DATED this c}C day of January, 2016. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
~~~ 
Scott McKay 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this_ day of January, 2016, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method 
indicated below: 
Shelley Akamatsu 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street 
Boise, ID 83 702 
fax 208-287-7709 
Mark Manweiler 
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock 
P.O. Box 937 
Boise, ID 83701 
fax 208-424-3100 
Jack McMahon 
139 N. Croskey Street 
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 
fax 215-985-4416 



















Scott McKay ~ 
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-Hoagland - Hardy - Olesek - January 20, 2016 1A-CRT400 
Time Speaker Note 
09:01:27 AM CRFE14.10815 - State v. John Douglas -Jury Trial Day 2 -
Custody - John McMahon - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott 
Bandy 
09:01:30 AM CRFE15.00126 -State v. Anthony Robins -Jury Trial Day 
2 - Custody - Brian McMonagle - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott 
Bandy 
09:01:36AM Judge Explains that one of the jurors was working at Cabelas during 
Samuel the time of the incident 
Hoagland 
09:02:20AM State's Would defer to the defense 
Attorney 
09:02:26AM Defense Can bring her in to cover basis 
Counsel 
09:02:41 AM Judge Brings in juror 61 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:03:41 AM Questions juror 61 regarding employment 
09:04:42AM State's No questions 
Attorney 
09:04:46AM Defense No questions 
Counsel 
09:06:46AM Counsel Jury is present and accounted for 
09:07:0SAM State's Calls Ilene Broud 
Attorney 
09:07:51 AM Witness Sworn in 
09:08:19 AM State's Direct Examination of witness 
Attorney 
09:08:30AM Witness Answers questions 
09:11:02 AM Judge Admits state's exhibit 1 by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:14:26 AM Admits state's exhibit 64 by stipulation 
09:15:20 AM McMahon Cross examination 
09:15:37 AM Witness Answers questions 
09:21:42 AM State's Object - I didn't ask the question 
Attorney 
09:21:48 AM McMahon Changes question 
09:23:42AM McMonagl No questions 
e 
09:23:49AM State's Redirect 
Attorney 
09:24:07 AM Witness Answers questions 
09:25:24AM McMonagl Re-cross examination 
e 
09:25:45AM Witness Answers questions 
1/20/2016 1 of 6 
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-Hoagland - Hardy - Olesek - January 20, 2016 1A-CRT400 
09:29:55AM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:30:00 AM i State's Calls Matt Jamison 
Attorney 
09:30:52AM Witness Swem in 
09:31:39 AM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
09:31:55AM Witness Answers questions 
09:47:06AM Judge Admits state's exhibit 139 by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:47:57 AM Admits state's exhibit 140 by stipulation 
09:50:23AM State's Ask that diagram be admitted 
Attorney 
09:50:31 AM Defense No objection 
Counsel 
09:50:33AM Judge Exhibit 146 will be admitted into evidence 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:51:09AM Admits state's exhibit 1 a by stipulation 
09:51:20AM McMahon Cross examination 
09:51:46 AM Witness Answers questions 
10:07:38 AM McMonagl Cross examination 
e 
10:07:41 AM Witness Answers questions ..................... 
10:07:55 AM State's Re-direct 
Attorney 
10:08:09AM Witness Answers questions 
10:11:18 AM Defense Re-cross 
Counsel 
10:11:27 AM Witness Answers questions 
10:11:51 AM State's Further questioning 
Attorney 
10:11:57 AM Witness Answers question 
10:12:01 AM Defense Objection 
Counsel 
10:12:05AM Judge Overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:12:20AM McMahon Further questioning 
10:12:41 AM!Witness · Answers questions 
10:13:49AM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:14:00 AM State's Calls Officer Dan Muguira 
Attorney 
1/20/2016 2 of6 
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Hoagland - Hardy - Olesek - January 20, 2016 1A-CRT400 
10:14:36 AM Witness Sworn in 
10:15:10 AM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
10:19:0SAM Judge Admits state's exhibit 2 by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:19:36 AM Witness Answers questions 
10:20:19 AM Judge Admits state's exhibit 8 by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:23:45 AM Defense No questions 
Counsel 
10:23:50 AM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:23:55AM State's Calls Jennifer Delaney 
Attorney 
10:24:45 AM Witness Sworn in 
10:25:23 AM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
10:25:28 AM Witness Answers questions 
10:36:04 AM Judge 1 Admits state's exhibit 3 by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:37:07 AM Judge Admits state's exhibit 4 by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:37:38AM Admits state's exhibit 5 by stipulation 
10:38:0BAM Admits state's exhibit 6 by stipulation 
10:38:52 AM Admits state's exhibit 7 by stipulation 
10:39:23 AM Admits state's exhibit 8 by stipulation 
10:39:31 AM Admits state's exhibit 9-16 by stipulation 
11:04:43 AM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present 
11:14:19AM McMahon Cross examination 
11:20:52 AM Witness Answers questions 
11:45:23AM McMonagl Cross examination 
e 
11:45:38AM Witness Answers questions 
11:46:10 AM State's Re-direct examination 
Attorney 
11:46:17 AM Witness Answers questions 
11:46:33 AM Defense Objection - side bar 
Counsel 
11:53:15 AM State's Continues questioning witness 
Attorney 
11:53:36 AM Witness Answers questions 
1/20/2016 3 of6 
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11:57:08 AM McMonagl Redirect 
e 
11:57:16AM Witness Answers questions 
11:57:42 AM Judge Releases witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:57:50 AM State's Natalie Wing 
:Attorney 
11:58:14 AM Witness Sworn in 
11:58:50 AM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
11:58:55 AM Witness Answers questions 
12:03:43 PM Judge Admits state's exhibit 17-18 by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:04:04 PM McMahon Cross examines witness 
12:04:25 PM Witness Answers questions 
12:07:09 PM State's Re-direct examination 
Attorney 
12:07:25 PM Witness Answers questions 
12:07:53 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:08:37 PM Admonishes jury 
12:35:45 PM Judge Recalls case 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:35:51 PM State's Will request the court read the stipulation, wants to publish 
Attorney the exhibit 
12:37:19 PM McMahon It's premature, wants to be able 
12:38:24 PM State's What foundation is missing? 
Attorney 
12:38:28 PM McMahon Answers question 
12:40:19 PM Judge The objection will be overruled, will conditionally admit 
Samuel exhibit 21 
Hoagland 
12:42:16 PM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
12:42:26 PM Judge Reads stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:44:41 PM State's Calls Nick Duggan 
Attorney 
12:44:59 PM Witness Sworn in 
12:45:36 PM State's Direct examination 
Attorney 
12:45:40 PM Witness Answers questions 
1/20/2016 4 of6 
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12:52:01 PM Defense Objection - Hearsay 
Counsel 
12:52:19 PM Judge Overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:55:02 PM Defense Objection - hearsay 
Counsel 
12:55:10 PM State's Foundational 
Attorney 
12:55:15 PM Judge Overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:57:46 PM Admits state's exhibit 22 by stipulation 
01:06:05 PM Defense Objection 
Counsel 
01:06:08 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:06:21 PM State's Argues for question 
Attorney 
01:06:30 PM Judge Still sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:07:21 PM Defense Hearsay - asks for sidebar 
Counsel 
01:07:42 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:08:28 PM Excuses the witness 
01:08:39 PM State's Calls Officer Jonathon Chamberlain 
Attorney 
01:09:01 PM Witness Sworn in 
01:09:45 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
01:09:51 PM Witness Answers questions 
01:11:06PM Judge Admits state's exhibit 46-57 by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:11:26 PM Admits state's exhibit 23 by stipulation 
01:20:08 PM McMahon Cross Examines witness .. 
01:21:36 PM Witness Answers questions 
01:21:57 PM McMonagl Cross Examines witness 
e 
01:22:17 PM Witness Answers questions 
01:22:53 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
1/20/2016 5 of6 
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01:22:59 PM State's Calls Detective Ransom 
Attorney 
01:23:24 PM Witness Sworn in 
01:23:57 PM State's Asks to publish 24-45, 142, 101-107, 144 
Attorney 
01:25:03 PM Judge Admits state's exhibit 24-45, 142, 101-107, 144 by 
Samuel stipulation 
Hoagland 
01:25:22 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
01:25:25 PM Witness Answers questions 
01:53:20 PM Judge Admonishes the jury 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:55:14 PM End of Case 
01:55:14 PM 
1/20/2016 6 of6 
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Time Speaker Note 
09:12:43 AM CRFE14.10815 - State v. John Douglas - Jury Trial - Day 3 -
Custody - John McMahon - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott Bandy 
09:12:45 AM CRFE15.00126 -State v. Anthony Robins -Jury Trial - Day 3 -
Custody - Brian McMonagle - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott Bandy 
09:13:43 AM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
09:14:03 AM State's Damien Aikenzamp 
Attorney 
09:14:12 AM Witness Sworn in 
09:15:12 AM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
09:15:22 AM Witness Answers questions 
09:17:15 AM Judge Exhibit 20 is admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:20:40AM Judge Exhibit 19 and 127 is admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:35:22AM Exhibit 63 is admitted by stipulation 
09:36:36AM McMahon No questions 
09:36:38AM McMonagle Cross Examination 
09:36:46 AM Witness Answers questions 
09:37:06AM State's Re-direct 
Attorney 
09:37:13 AM Witness Answers questions 
09:37:55AM McMonagle Re-cross 
09:38:02AM Witness Answsers question 
09:38:09 AM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:38:44AM State's Submit 147 & 148, transcripts for the 2 preliminary hearings 
Attorney 
09:39:22 AM Defense Seen 
Counsel 
09:39:39AM State's Wants court to keep the transcript for future use 
Attorney 
09:40:0BAM Calls Jeanette Jaraska 
09:40:39 AM Witness Sworn in 
09:41:29 AM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
09:41:32 AM Witness Answers questions 
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10:18:19 AM Defense Objection 
Counsel 
10:18:23 AM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:18:33 AM State's Can I state the relevance 
Attorney 
10:19:53AM Judge Objection has been withdrawn 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:22:59 AM Witness is indicating John C. Douglas 
10:50:02 AM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
10:50:24 AM McMahon Cross examination 
10:50:34 AM Witness Answers questions 
10:55:03 AM State's Objection - argumentative 
Attorney 
10:55:12 AM Judge Overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:57:00 AM State's Objection - Rule 613 
Attorney 
10:57:16 AM 'befense Restates question 
Counsel 
11:03:24 AM State's Objection 
Attorney 
11:07:42 AM State's Objection - hearsay 
Attorney 
11:07:58 AM Judge Overrule objection 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:08:13 AM State's Objection - asked and answered 
Attorney 
11:10:18 AM Judge Objection is sustained as asked and answered 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:36:35 AM State's Objection - foundation 
Attorney 
11:51 :31 AM Objection 
11:51:35 AM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:56:54 AM McMonagle Cross Examination 
11:57:02 AM Witness Answers questions 
12:51:21 PM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
12:52:40 PM State's Re-direct 
Attorney 
12:52:46 PM Witness Answers questions 
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12:57:42 PM Defense Objection - leading 
Counsel 
12:57:48 PM Judge Overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:00:22 PM Defense Objection - asked and answered 
Counsel 
01:00:26 PM Judge Overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:04:50 PM Defense Objection 
Counsel 
01:06:10 PM Judge Objection overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:06:35 PM McMahon No further questions 
01:06:37 PM McMonagle No further questions 
01:07:00 PM State's Calls Jason Pietzek 
Attorney 
01:07:44 PM Witness Sworn in 
01:08:04 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
01:08:18 PM Witness Answers questions 
01:30:36 PM Judge Exhibit 100 is admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:30:52 PM McMahon Cross Examination 
01:31:26 PM Witness Answers questions 
01:35:57 PM Judge Admits defense exhibit A 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:36:19 PM State's Objection 
Attorney 
01:36:25 PM Judge Will overrule as premature 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:56:25 PM McMahon No questions 
01:56:30 PM State's Redirect 
Attorney 
01:56:52 PM Witness Answers questions 
02:01:35 PM State's Calls Dr. Charles Garrison 
Attorney 
02:02:03 PM Witness Sworn in 
02:02:53 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
02:03:01 PM Witness Answers questions 
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02:22:20 PM Defense No questions 
02:23:07 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:23:34 PM Exhibit 74 & 75 is admitted by stipulation 
02:45:13 PM Counsel Stipulate that counsel is present and accounted for 
02:45:21 PM State's Don Lukisk 
Attorney 
02:45:49 PM Witness Sworn in 
02:46:29 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
02:46:32 PM Witness Answers questions 
02:53:50 PM Judge Exhibit 109 & 129 is admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
03:02:06 PM McMahon Cross Examination 
03:02:35 PM Witness Answers questions 
03:11:43 PM McMonagle No questions 
03:11:50 PM State's Re-direct examination 
Attorney 
03:11:58 PM Witness Answers questions 
03:14:21 PM McMahon Re-cross 
03:14:35 PM Witness Answers questions 
03:15:06 PM State's Further questions 
Attorney 
03:15:14 PM Witness Answers questions 
03:15:29 PM Defense Nothing further 
Counsel 
03:15:35 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
03:18:13 PM State's Discusses Radar's testimony 
Attorney 
03:19:13 PM McMahon Objects to testimony - does not open the door .......... 
03:20:18 PM McMonagle Will let the state add to argument 
03:20:41 PM State's Party opponent as exception 
Attorney 
03:21:03 PM McMahon Is it relevant or probative, prejudicial 
03:22:09 PM McMonagle Echos objection 
03:23:13 PM State's Final comments 
Attorney 
03:24:50 PM Judge Motion to sever is denied 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
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Time Speaker Note 
09:03:31 AM CRFE14.10815 - State v. John Douglas - Jury Trial - Day 4 -
Custody - John McMahon - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott Bandy 
..... 
09:03:31 AM; CRFE15.00126 - State v. Anthony Robins - Jury Trial - Day 4 -
Custody - Brian McMonagle - Shelley Akamatsu - Scott Bandy 
09:05:11 AM Judge Admonishes jury 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:05:16 AM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
09:05:27 AM State's Calls Anton Raider 
Attorney 
09:06:45AM Witness Sworn in 
09:07:18AM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
09:07:23AM Witness Answers questions 
09:21:33 AM Judge State's exhibit 66 admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:36:44AM Defense Objection - leading 
Counsel 
09:36:49AM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:40:51 AM State's Moves to admit exhibit 151 
Attorney 
09:40:52AM Defense No objection 
Counsel 
09:40:56AM Judge State's exhibit 151 will be admitted 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:07:14 AM Defense · Objection - leading 
Counsel 
10:07:18 AM State's Will re-ask question 
Attorney 
10:11:51 AM Judge State's exhibit 58-60 admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:18:31 AM State's exhibit 116 admitted by stipulation 
10:20:26 AM State's exhibit 73 admitted by stipulation 
10:22:39AM Defense Objection 
Counsel 
10:26:50AM Judge State's exhibit 132 admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland ............. 
10:37:25 AM recess 
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10:37:39 AM Judge State's exhibit 65 & 145 admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:04:04AM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
11:04:15 AM McMahon Cross examination 
11:04:17 AM Witness Answers questions 
11:42:12AM State's Object - asked and answered, badgering 
Attorney 
11:42:16 AM Judge Overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:52:38 AM State's Objection - no personal knowledge of another witness's testimony 
Attorney 
11:52:45 AM Defense Withdraws question 
Counsel 
12:12:30 PM State's Objection 
Attorney 
12:12:32 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:16:17 PM State's Objection 
Attorney 
12:16:21 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:25:06 PM recess 
01:15:10 PM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
01:15:25 PM McMonagle Cross examination 
01:15:35 PM Witness Answers questions 
01:25:04 PM State's Asked and answered 
Attorney 
01:25:08 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:26:30 PM State's Objection - that's not what he testified 
Attorney 
01:26:33 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01 :29:36 PM i State's Object 
Attorney 
01:38:12 PM Objection - he's answered this twice 
01:38:13 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:45:36 PM State's Re-direct examination 
Attorney 
1/25/2016 2 of6 
000403
Hoagland - Hardy - Christim!hodes - January 25, 2016 - 1A-CRT400 
01:45:50 PM Witness Answers questions 
01:53:28 PM McMahon No questions 
01:53:32 PM McMonagle No questions 
01:53:38 PM Judge Dismisses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:55:47 PM State's Calls John Bujak 
Attorney 
01:56:11 PM Witness Sworn in 
01:56:54 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
01:56:58 PM Witness Answers questions 
02:05:48 PM McMonagle Asks for side bar 
02:11:01 PM Judge Reads stipulation regarding exhibit 133 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:12:06 PM Defense Objecting to letter 
Counsel ........... 
02:12:13 PM Judge Exhbit 133 will be admitted over the objections of the defense 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:16:46 PM McMahon No questions 
02:16:47 PM' McMonagle No questions 
02:16:55 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:17:21 PM State's Calls Kim Hughes 
Attorney 
02:17:47 PM Witness Sworn in 
02:18:29 PM Judge State's exhibit 111-112 admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:18:58 PM State's Direct examination 
Attorney 
02:19:01 PM Witness Answers questions 
02:21:25 PM Defense No questions 
Counsel 
02:21:29 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:22:08 PM Witness Sworn in 
02:22:22 PM Mark Abercrombie3 
02:22:42 PM Judge State's exhibit 69-72 admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
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02:36:31 PM Defense No questions 
Counsel 
02:37:17 PM recess 
03:03:26 PM McMonagle Discusses letter, letter not be used against him 
03:03:46 PM Judge Could submit a jury instruction but it might be denied 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
03:04:11 PM State's exhibit 118 admitted by stipulation 
03:05:03 PM Counsel Jury present and accounted for 
03:05:11 PM State's Calls Lisa Sullivan 
Attorney 
03:05:36 PM Witness Sworn in 
03:06:15 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
03:06:22 PM Witness Answers questions 
03:11:40 PM Judge State's exhibit 135 admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
03:12:51 PM State's exhibit 125 admitted by stipulation 
03:15:34 PM State's exhibit 124 admitted by stipulation 
03:17:00 PM Defense Objection 
Counsel 
03:17:03 PM Judge Overruled 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
03:20:49 PM State's exhibit 137 admitted by stipulation 
03:35:08 PM State's exhibit 136 admitted by stipulation 
03:37:49 PM State's exhibit 134 admitted by stipulation 
03:40:38 PM Defense Objection 
Counsel 
03:40:42 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
03:40:47 PM McMahon No questions 
03:40:52 PM McMonagle Cross examination 
03:41:00 PM Witness Answers questions 
03:44:11 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
03:44:41 PM State's Det. Josiah Ransom 
Attorney 
03:45:03 PM Witness Sworn in 
03:45:38 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
03:45:58 PM Witness Answers questions 
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03:49:35 PM Defense Objection - Side bar 
Counsel 
03:51:59 PM Judge Excuses the jury 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
03:52:41 PM McMahon Argues that information is hearsay, asking for a mistrial, can't cure 
the hearsay info 
03:55:17 PM McMonagle Joins in motion 
03:56:26 PM State's Asks court reporter to read back witness's answer 
Attorney 
03:58:40 PM McMahon Final comments 
04:00:43 PM Judge Statement was nonresponsive, will be striken from record, denies 
Samuel motion for mistrial 
Hoagland 
04:04:11 PM Counsel Jury is present and accounted for 
04:04:14 PM Judge Instructs the jury to disregard previous testimony 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:07:41 PM State's exhibit 131 admitted by stipulation 
04:09:42 PM State's Asks to admit state's exhbit 149 
Attorney 
04:10:10 PM Lays foundation for audio 
04:10:26 PM Defense No objectin 
Counsel 
04:10:30 PM Judge State's exhibit 149 admitted 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:11:57 PM Defense Objection - not word he used 
iCounsel 
04:12:02 PM State's Withdraw 
Attorney 
04:15:11 PM Judge 101 is already admitted 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:36:02 PM State's exhibit 109 admitted by stipulation 
04:38:43 PM State's exhibit 114 admitted by stipulation 
04:39:27 PM State's exhibit 115 admitted by stipulation 
04:40:51 PM State's exhibit 97 admitted by stipulation 
04:43:49 PM State's exhibit 98 admitted by stipulation 
04:46:56 PM Judge Releases jury for the day 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:47:57 PM State's Goes through instructions to consider before the actual settlement 
Attorney conference 
04:49:09 PM Elements instructions regarding Robins 
04:50:12 PM Elements instruction regarding Douglas 
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04:53:27 PM Judge Clears up regarding which instructions state is asking for 
Samuel modification of 
Hoagland 
04:54:57 PM Defense No objection or corrections regarding instructions already sent out 
Counsel 
04:56:16 PM State's Sidebar regarding testing items, provided case law regarding 
Attorney burden shifting 
04:57:10 PM Judge Does the case change the objection? 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:57:32 PM Defense Seems to support case law 
Counsel 
04:58:05 PM McMonagle Objects to evidence coming in 
04:58:20 PM Judge Open for closing argument, can bring her back if state wants to, 
Samuel court will change it's decision and allow info to come in 
Hoagland 
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Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
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R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
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JAN 2 6 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH Clerk 
By MAURA OLSON ' 
OIWUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 








) __________ ) 
Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
SIXTEENTH ADDENDUM TO 
DISCOVERY RESPONSE 
TO COURT 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney in and for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and informs the Court that the State has submitted a Sixteenth 
Addendum to Response to Discovery. /L 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this 2J day of January, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shel!Q£/~7/ 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
SIXTEENTH ADDENDUM TO DISCOVERY RESPONSE TO COURT (ROBINS), 
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Time Speaker Note 
09:07:23AM CRFE14.10815 -State v. John Douglas -Jury Trial- Day 5 -
Custody - Jack McMahon 
09:07:26AM CRFE15.00126 -State v. Anthony Robins -Jury Trial -Day 5 -
Custody - Brian McMonagle 
09:08:15 AM Counsel Jury present and accounted for 
09:08:27 AM State's Recalls Det. Josiah Ransom 
Attorney 
09:09:14AM Judge State's exhibit# 62, 67, 68, 99,113,117,119,120,123,126,143, 
Samuel 76-96 will be admitted by stipulation 
Hoagland 
09:11:17 AM State's Continue direct examination 
Attorney 
09:16:06 AM Witness Answers questions 
09:17:43AM Judge State's exhibit # 130 will be admitted by stipulation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:21:07 AM Defense Object - he wasn't here when Raider testified 
Counsel 
09:21:13 AM State's Will rephrase question 
Attorney 
09:54:25AM Moves to admit exhibit 152 
09:54:27 AM Defense No objection 
Counsel 
09:54:28AM Judge Exhibit 152 wil be admitted 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:56:51 AM Defense Object to testimony, he's not supposed to be hearing what others 
Counsel testfy to 
09:57:07 AM Judge Not an improper question 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:58:23AM Defense Objection - characterizing what witness said 
Counsel ' 
09:58:42 AM· Judge Ask question more clearly 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:01:19 AM McMahon Cross Examination 
10:01:57 AM Witness Answers questions 
10:39:45 AM State's Objection, relevance 
Attorney 
10:39:50 AM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:40:29 AM State's Stipulate that he did not create a diagram 
Attorney 
10:41:01 AM State's Objection 
Attorney 
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10:41:04 AM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
10:46:02 AM recess 
11:18:05 AM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for ......... 
11:23:52 AM McMonagle Cross Examination 
11:24:37 AM Witness Answers questions 
11:30:17 AM Defense Moves to admit state's exhibit C 
Counsel 
11:30:22AM State's No Objection 
iAttorney 
11:30:29 AM Judge Defense Exhibit C will be admitted 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:37:03 AM State's Re-direct examination 
Attorney 
11:37:17 AM Witness Answers questions 
11:45:35 AM McMahon Re-cross examination 
11:46:16 AM!Witness Answers questions 
: 
11 :48:59 AM· McMonagle Re-cross examination 
11:49:45 AM Witness Answers questions 
11:50:10 AM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
11:50:24 AM Admit state's exhibit #61 by stipulation 
11:50:37 AM State's Calls Georgette Waholm 
Attorney 
11:51:11 AM Witness Sworn in 
11 :51 :43 AM; State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
11:51:49 AM Witness Answers questions 
12:11:17 PM McMahon No questions 
12:11:26 PM McMonagle Cross examination 
12:11:34 PM Witness Answers questions 
12:16:58 PM State's Objection - her basis of knowledge 
Attorney 
12:17:03 PM Judge Sustained 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:17:48 PM State's Re-direct examination 
Attorney 
12:17:58 PM Witness Sworn in 
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12:18:11 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:18:25 PM State's Recalls Jennifer Delaney 
Attorney 
12:18:48 PM Witness Sworn in 
12:19:21 PM State's Direct Examination 
Attorney 
12:19:33 PM Witness Answers questions 
12:21:22 PM McMahon Cross Examination 
12:21:38 PM Witness Answers questions 
12:23:25 PM McMonagle No questions 
12:23:28 PM Judge Excuses witness 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
12:23:33 PM State's State will reset 
Attorney 
12:24:48 PM McMonagle Makes motion under rule 29 to dismiss case against Mr. Robins 
12:27:50 PM State's Argues against Rule 29 
Attorney 
12:29:34 PM McMonagle Final comments 
12:31:19 PM Judge Motion to dismiss under Rule 29 is denied as to Mr. Robins, there is 
Samuel sufficient evidence to go to the jury 
Hoagland 
12:35:34 PM recess 
01:20:57 PM State's Provides stipulation regarding facts of the case 
Attorney 
01:21:19 PM McMahon Would like it read during defense's case 
01:21:46 PM Judge Questions 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:21:50 PM McMahon Discusses case and that client won't be testifying 
01:22:25 PM McMonagle Client is going to remain silent 
01:22:48 PM Judge Goes through 5th amendment right 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:23:45 PM Douglas Answers questions 
01:24:52 PM Judge Will find and conclude that defendant has exercised his 5th 
Samuel amendment right 
Hoagland 
01:27:21 PM Judge Questions Robins as to 5th amendment right 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:27:35 PM Robins Answers questions 
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01:28:52 PM Judge Will find that Robins has decided to not testify 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:31:46 PM Counsel Jury is present and accounted for 
01:32:20 PM McMahon Ask that court read stipulation 
01:32:28 PM Judge Reads stipulation of facts to jury 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:33:14 PM McMahon Moves to admit defense 
01:33:24 PM State's No objection 
Attorney 
01:33:59 PM Judge Will admit Defense exhibit D 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:37:26 PM McMahon Defense rests 
01 :37:30 PM McMonagle Defense rests 
01 :38:53 PM Judge Clarifies that exhibit #110, 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
01:39:29 PM Admit State's exhibit #110, 138 by stipulation 
01 :41 :29 PM State's No rebuttal case for either defendant 
Attorney 
01:43:49 PM Judge Excuses jury for the day 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
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Time Speaker Note 
09:16:47 AM CRFE14.10815 - State v. John Douglas -Jury Trial - Day 6 -
Jack McMahon - Shelly Akamatsu - Scott Bandy 
09:16:55 AM CRFE15.00126 - State v. Anthony Robins -Jury Trial - Day 6 -
Brian McMonagle - Shelly Akamatsu - Scott Bandy 
09:16:57 AM Judge Discusses jury instructions, explains last minute changes 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:17:10 AM Defense Recieved changes 
Counsel 
09:17:46 AM Judge Presents compliance affidavit signed by jury 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:18:12 AM Formal jury instruction conference 
09:18:18 AM McMahon No objections 
09:18:23 AM McMonagle No objections, renew objection regarding instruction needed 
regarding the letter 
09:18:48 AM State's No objections to the proposed instructions 
Attorney 
09:21:17 AM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
09:22:18 AM Judge Starts jury instructions 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
09:47:18 AM State's Closing arguments 
Attorney 
10:38:00 AM Recess 
10:58:07 AM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
10:58:14 AM McMahon Closing arguments 
12:05:24 PM Counsel Jury present and accounted for 
12:06:09 PM Recess 
12:53:10 PM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
12:53:21 PM McMonagle Closing arguments 
01:41:43 PM State's Rebuttal closing arguments 
Attorney 
02:08:54 PM Judge Final instructions 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
02:17:45 PM recess 
04:51:56 PM Judge The jury wants to go home for the day, will admonish jury, will 
Samuel provide a written signed affidavit of admonishment 
Hoagland 
04:53:05 PM State's No comments. 
Attorney 
04:53:10 PM Defense Agree with that 
Counsel 
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04:53:25 PM McMonagle Leave tomorrow am, Scott McKay will tend to the verdict, defendant 
is agreeable with that 
04:53:56 PM McMahon Manweiler will be available tomorrow and Friday for the verdict, 
defendant is ok with that 
04:54:37 PM Judge Explain to the jury why current counsel has changed 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:54:54 PM State's No objection, wants counsel around if there's a jury question 
Attorney 
04:55:28 PM McMahon Leave at 5:30 tomorrow am, arrive in Philadephia by 12 pm to be 
available for questions 
04:57:35 PM Judge Questions defendant regarding situation 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
04:58:29 PM Robins Answers questions 
04:59:10 PM McMonagle Discussed issue w/client 
04:59:19 PM Judge Questions defendant right to counsel 
Samuel 
Hoagland 
05:00:02 PM Douglas Answers questions 
05:00:44 PM McMahon Discussed issue w/client 
05:05:28 PM Counsel Stipulate that jury is present and accounted for 
05:05:33 PM Judge Admonish jury 
Samuel 
Hoagland ...... 
05:07:29 PM End of Case 
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CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
(Consolidated with Case No. 
CR-FE-2014-10815) 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' 
MOTION TO COMPEL 
STATE TO PRESERVE AND 
PRODUCEFORTHERECORDTHE 
VISUAL SLIDES USED DURING 
CLOSING ARGUMENT 
Defendant Anthony Robins, through his attorneys, respectfully moves this Court for an 
Order compelling the State, and the handling deputy Ada County prosecuting attorney in this 
case, to preserve and produce for the record the visual slides used during the State's closing 
argument to the jury on January 27, 2016. More specifically, the handling prosecutor in this case 
DEFENDANT ROBINS' MOTION TO COMPEL STATE TO PRESERVE AND PRODUCE FOR THE 




during closing argument utilized a visual presentation containing numerous slides reflecting 
argument of counsel, photographs, maps, diagrams, illustrations, excerpts from documents 
including the jail letter allegedly written by defendant John Douglas, 1 contents of certain text 
messages transposed onto a diagram of phones and other materials which were presented to and 
considered by the jury in this case. This visual presentation, made during the State's closing and 
rebuttal following the defendants' closing arguments, appeared to largely be in the nature of a 
PowerPoint presentation but possibly included other visual depictions not part of a single 
PowerPoint presentation. In any event, this visual presentation is not presently a part of the court 
record as the court reporter would have transcribed only what was audibly said by the deputy 
prosecutor and not the other arguments and materials presented to the jury through the state's 
visual presentation. 
Following closing argument, counsel for Mr. Robins requested the foregoing visual 
presentation be made a part of the record during an unrecorded sidebar conference among the 
Court and counsel. This request was denied by the Court. In light of the jury's verdict returned 
in this case today, Mr. Robins now brings this more formal motion to compel preservation and 
inclusion in the record of the state's complete visual presentation made to the jury which 
presentation is important to Mr. Robins' analysis and presentation of possible post trial and 
appellate issues including the propriety of the state's complete closing arguments to the jury. A 
party assigning error on appeal has responsibility to include relevant exhibits in the appellate 
record. State v. Koch, 157 Idaho 89, 95,334 P.3d 280,286 (2014). Without the visual 
1Several slides for example included screenshots of brief excerpts taken from this letter. 
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presentation made by the State, the record in this case will not be complete and this will unfairly 
limit Mr. Robins' ability is seek relief on appeal, or otherwise, in violation of Mr. Robins' rights 
under the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article I, Section 13 of 
the Idaho Constitution. Accordingly, the State should be compelled to preserve and produce for 
the record its complete visual presentation utilized during closing argument which can be 
accomplished by downloading this presentation onto a compact disk ("CD") and submitting this 
to the Court clerk. 
Mr. Robins requests oral argument on this motion in the event the motion is opposed by 
the State. 
,-.. 
DATED this Jg day of January, 2016. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
-~--~---~ 
Scott McKay 
McMONAGLE, PERRI, McHUGH & MISCHAK 
Brian J. McMonagle 
Attorneys for Defendant Anthony James Robins, Jr. 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
f'L--
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ~ f day of January, 2016, I caused a true and correct copy 
of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated below: 
Shelley Ak:amatsu Mailed --
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney ___k__ Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street __ Faxed (208-287-7709) 
Boise, ID 83702 -k -- email 
Mark Manweiler Mailed --
Manweiler, Breen, Ball & Hancock -- Hand Delivered 
P.O. Box 937 __ Faxed (208-424-3100) 
Boise, ID 83701 ~ email --
Jack McMahon Mailed --
139 N. Croskey Street Hand Delivered --
Philadelphia, Penn 19103 Faxed (215-985-4416) 
~ email 
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A.M. ____ F_.IL~-~~ ~ O( 
CHF-l!STOPHER D. RlCH, Clerk 
£l4 S.,T.i:PH .. -1N~ii:: H,A!'i!J'f 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF;,::_?'..!,·, 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
Case Nos. CRFE-2014-0010815 
CRFE-2015-0000126 
JOHN C. DOUGLAS, 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., 
JURY INSTRUCTIONS 
Defendants. 








Good Morning Ladies and Gentlemen, you have been summoned as prospective jurors in 
the lawsuit now before us. The first thing we do in a trial is to select 12 jurors and two alternate 
jurors from among you. 
I am Judge Sam Hoagland, the District Judge in charge of the courtroom and this trial. 
The deputy clerk of the court, Stephanie Hardy, marks the trial exhibits and administers oaths to 
you jurors and to the witnesses. The court reporter, Christy Olesek, will keep a verbatim account 
of all matters of record during the trial. The Bailiff, Wes Musser, will assist me in maintaining 
courtroom order and working with the jury. My staff attorney, Ashley Lane, will be here at 
times to observe and to provide research assistance to the Court and counsel. 
Each of you is qualified to serve as a juror of this court. This call upon your time does 
not frequently come to you, but is part of your obligation for your citizenship in this state and 
country. No one should avoid fulfilling this obligation except under the most pressing 
circumstances. Service on a jury is a civic and patriotic obligation that all good citizens should 
perform. 
Service on a jury affords you an opportunity to be a part of the judicial process, by which 
the legal affairs and liberties of your fellow men and women are determined and protected under 
our form of government. You are being asked to perform one of the highest duties of citizenship, 
that is, to sit in judgment on facts that will determine the guilt or innocence of persons charged 
with a crime. 
To assist you with the process of selection of a jury, I will introduce you to the parties and 
their lawyers and tell you in summary what this action is about. When I introduce an individual 
would you please stand and briefly face the jury panel and then retake your seat. 
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The State of Idaho is the plaintiff in this action. The lawyers representing the State are 
Shelly Akamatsu and Scott Bandy, attorneys with the Ada County Prosecuting Attorney's office. 
The defendants in this action are John C. Douglas and Anthony James Robins, Jr. The 
lawyer representing Mr. Douglas is Jack McMahon and the lawyer representing Mr. Robins is 
Brian McMonagle. 
This case is actually two cases, which is why we have two different case numbers. The 
cases have been consolidated for trial purposes. The reason they are consolidated is that both 
defendants are charged with committing different crimes surrounding the same incident which is 
alleged to have occurred the same day. 
I will now describe for you the contents of the Information, which set forth the charges 
filed against each defendant. These Informations are not to be considered as evidence, but are 
(~i) merely the formal charges against the defendants. You must not consider them as evidence of 
guilt, and you must not be influenced by the fact that charges have been filed. 
In this trial, it is alleged that the incident occurred in Ada County, Idaho on May 8th 2014. 
In the case against Mr. Douglas, the Information alleges three separate crimes. Count One 
charges that he murdered a person named Elliot Bailey. Count Two alleges that he murdered a 
person named Travonte Calloway. Count Three alleges that he attempted to murder a person 
named Jeanette Juraska. In the case against Mr. Robins, the Information also alleges three 
separate crimes. Count One charges that he aided and abetted Mr. Douglas in the alleged murder 
of Elliot Bailey. Count Two alleges that he aided and abetted Mr. Douglas in the alleged murder 
of Travonte Calloway. Count Three alleges that he aided and abetted Mr. Douglas in the alleged 
attempted murder of Jeanette Juraska. 
The defendants have each pled not guilty to all of the charges against them. 
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Under our law and system of justice, every defendant is presumed to be innocent. The 
effect of this presumption is to require the State to prove a defendant's guilt beyond a reasonable 
doubt - to support a conviction against that defendant. 
As the judge in charge of this courtroom, it is my duty, at various times during the course 
of this trial, to instruct you as to the law that applies to this case. 
The duty of the jury is to determine the facts; to apply the law set forth in the instructions 
to those facts, and in this way to decide the case. In applying the Court's instructions as to the 
controlling law, you must follow those instructions regardless of your opinion of what the law is 
or what the law should be, or what any lawyer may state the law to be. 
During the course of this trial, including the jury selection process, you are reminded that 
you are not to discuss this case among yourselves or with anyone else, nor to form any opinion as 
to the merits of the case until after the case has been submitted to you for your determination. 
In this part of the jury selection, you will be asked questions touching on your 
qualifications to serve as jurors in this particular case. This part of the case is known as the voir 
dire examination. 
The purpose of voir dire examination is to determine if your decision in this case would 
in any way be influenced by opinions you now hold, or by some personal experience or special 
knowledge you may have concerning the subject matter to be tried. The object is to obtain 
twelve persons who will fairly and impartially try the issues of this case, based solely upon the 
evidence presented in this courtroom, without being influenced by any other factors. 
Please understand that this questioning is not for the purpose of prying into your affairs 
for personal reasons. It is only for the purpose of obtaining a fair and impartial jury. The 
questions may probe deeply into your experiences, opinions, feelings or beliefs, but are not 
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() intended to embarrass you. You must be absolutely open and honest. If you believe that a 
question intrudes unnecessarily into your privacy, you may say so. I will then decide if the 
information sought is important enough to require you to answer, and if so, whether measures 
can be taken to protect your privacy by questioning you on that matter outside of the presence of 
the other jurors. 
J 
Each question has an important bearing upon your qualifications as a juror and each 
question is based upon a requirement of the law with respect to such qualifications. Each 
question is asked, as though each of you were being questioned separately. 
If your answer to any question is yes, please raise your juror number card high in the air. 
We will always refer to you by your juror number, to protect your anonymity. After you raise 
your juror number card, we will probably have additional questions. 
At this time I would instruct both sides to avoid repeating any question that has already 
been asked during this voir dire process. Counsel should note, however, that you certainly have 
the right to ask follow-up questions of any individual juror based upon that juror's response to 
any previous question. 
The jury should be aware that during and following the voir dire examination one or more 
of you may be challenged. 
Each side has challenges "for cause", which means that either side can ask that a juror be 
excused for a specific reason related to his or her qualifications to serve. Each side also has a 
certain number of "peremptory challenges", which means that each side can challenge a juror and 
ask that he or she be excused without giving any reason. If you are excused by either side please 





Ladies and Gentlemen, you have now been sworn as possible jurors in this case. We will 
soon be asking you questions and your answers will be given under that oath. Therefore, you 
must be completely open and honest. 
We will often start with questions to the group as a whole. You should consider each 
such question as though asked directly to you. When you answer a question in the affirmative, 
please raise your card until we get to you for follow-up. 
We have a mobile microphone so that everybody can hear, especially the court reporter 
who must keep a verbatim transcript. Please wait for the microphone before you begin to speak, 
and speak clearly. Also, please stand as you speak. 
Would Juror Number __ please raise your hand? You are the last person before the 
cut-off line. You, and those of you in front of him/her, will need to respond directly to each 
question. Those of you behind Juror ___ should listen very carefully, but you should not 
directly respond to the questions at this time. Now, if a juror up front of Juror ____ gets 
excused, then the cut-off line gets moved to the next person. Juror ____ ...., you would be 
next in line. And if another, then the cut-off line moves down the row, and so on, and so on. 
You don't actually change your seat, the cut-off line just moves down the row. When the cut-off 
line moves, I will ask that person how you would have responded to the previous questions, and 
you will need to be ready to answer. So you must listen carefully. 
To get things started, I will start with a number of questions. We have your answers to 
the questionnaires. You will find that I may ask some questions that are similar to those you 
previously answered. I do this because something may have changed since you answered the 
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1 ~ questionnaire, or you may have misunderstood a bad question, or you may now remember or 
realize something you did not think of before. 
When I am done, the attorneys will ask their questions. 
So, here we go: 
1) Everyone must be a citizen on the United States - is anyone not a citizen of the United 
States? 
2) Everyone must be a resident of Ada County - is anyone not a resident of Ada County? 




Does anyone have any difficulty reading or understanding the English language? 
Is anyone on the jury panel deaf or hard of hearing? 
a) If yes, note available accommodations. Can you hear adequately with these 
accommodations? 
6) Is anyone on the jury panel currently a nursing mother? 
7) Does anyone have a physical impairment or disability and needs some help or 
accommodation by the court? 
8) Has anyone ever sued either of the defendants in a civil case? 
9) Has anyone ever been sued by either of the defendants in a civil case? 
10) Has anyone ever filed a criminal complaint or criminal charges against either of the 
defendants? 





12) Has anyone ever served on a grand jury or a coroner's jury regarding this case or these 
defendants? 
13) This trial is scheduled to be completed in two or three weeks. This is the estimate given 
by the attorneys. You should have seen the schedule by now. Serving on this jury will 
require a time commitment that may well be somewhat inconvenient to many of you. 
Dealing with some inconvenience, of course, is something Americans must do to have the 
jury system we enjoy. Is there anyone for whom serving on this jury would not be just 
somewhat inconvenient but instead a real hardship? 
14) You have been given a summary of the charges against the defendants. Other than what I 
have told you, do any of you know anything about this case, either through your own personal 
knowledge, by discussion with anyone else, or from radio, television, internet or newspapers? 
In other words, do you have any outside knowledge about this case? 
a) IF YES: 
i) Without telling us what you know, what is the source of your knowledge? 
ii) How much do you know about this case; would you say that you know a lot, or 
very little, or somewhere in between? 
iii) How recent or remote is this knowledge? 
iv) Based on this prior knowledge, have you formed any opinions about this case? 
v) Do you think that this preexisting knowledge or information would interfere or 
prevent you from being absolutely fair and impartial? 
vi) Can you disregard everything that you previously heard or read pertaining to this 






(Recess for individual questioning if necessary) 
Are any of you, or any of your close family members, related by blood or marriage to 
either of the defendants, John C. Douglas or Anthony James Robins, Jr., or do you know 
them from any business, social or personal relationship? In other words, do you know, or 
know of, either of the defendants in any way outside this case? 
a) IF YES: 
i) Who do you know and how do you know him? 
ii) Would this knowledge or experience with the defendant prevent you from acting 
with impartiality in this case? 
iii) Would your knowledge or experience with the defendant cause you to give greater 
or lesser weight to any statement that he might make in this case by reason of such 
knowledge? 
Are any of you, or any of your close family members, related by blood or marriage to the 
alleged victims, Elliot Bailey, Travonte Calloway, or Jeanette Juraska, or do you know them 
from any business, social or personal relationship? In other words, do you know, or know of, 
Elliot Bailey, Travonte Calloway, or Jeanette Juraska in any way outside this case? 
a) IF YES: 
i) Who do you know and how do you know him/her? 
ii) Would your knowledge or experience with this person prevent you from acting 
with impartiality in this case? 
iii) Would your knowledge or experience with this person cause you to give greater or 






This is an unusual question that is required by the law; so please listen carefully. Do any 
of you stand in the relation of guardian and ward, attorney and client, master and servant, 
employer and employee, landlord and tenant, or boarder or lodger of either of the defendants, 
John C. Douglas or Anthony J. Robins, Jr? 
18) Here is it again, respecting the alleged victims. Do any of you stand in the relation of 
guardian and ward, attorney and client, master and servant, employer and employee, landlord 
and tenant, or boarder or lodger of any of the alleged victims, Elliot Bailey, Travonte 
Calloway, or Jeanette Juraska? 
19) I have introduced you to the lawyers representing the parties. Again, their names are 
Shelly Akamatsu and Scott Bandy for the State, and Brian McMonagle, for Mr. Robbins, and 
Jack McMahon for Mr. Douglas. Are any of you, or any of your close friends or family 
members, related by blood or marriage to any of the lawyers in this case, or do any of you 
know any of the lawyers from any professional, business or social relationship? In other 
words, do you know, or know of, these lawyers in any way outside this case? 
a) IF YES: 
i) Who do you know and how do you know them? 
ii) Would your knowledge of [ name of lawyer] prevent you from acting with 
absolute fairness and impartiality in this case? 
iii) Would your knowledge of [ name of lawyer] cause you to give greater or lesser 
weight to the evidence presented by [him/her]? 
20) I want to read the names of those who might testify in this cause. This is the same list as 
before, and I will read the names slowly. We are looking for new information here, as we 
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have already reviewed your prior written answers. If you hear any names that you did NOT 
previously disclose on your questionnaire, please raise your card as I go through the list. 
WITNESS LIST 
1. Barbara Lutz 
2. Scott Morton 
3. Jim Ladieri 
4. Detective Phil Stoffle 
5. Dr. Charles Garrison 
6. Detective Brian Holland 
7. Lisa Sullivan 
8. John Bujak 
9. DonLucasik 
10. Georgette Wadholm 
11. Anton Raider 
12. Det. Josiah Ransom 
13. Detective Nick Duggan 
14. Detective Scott Scally 
15. Officer John Chamberlain 
16. Aileen Browud 
17. Matt Jamison 
18. Det. Monte Iverson 
19. Jeanette J uraska 
20. Natalie Wing 
21. Jennifer Delaney 
22. Officer Dan Muguira 
23. Marcell Yates 
24. Junior Adams 
25. Tanya Newberry 
26. Dame Aikenzambe 
27. Detective Jason Pieterzack 
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28. Keith Bhonapha 
29. Marcell King 
30. Deputy Justin Ivie 
31. Kim Hughes 
a) FOLLOW UP QUESTIONS: 
i) What witnesses do you know? 
ii) How do you know the witness? 
iii) How long have you known the witness? 
iv) Would your prior knowledge, experience or relationship with that witness impair 
or impede you from acting with absolute fairness and impartiality in this case? 
v) Would your relationship or knowledge of that person cause you to give greater or 
lesser weight to his/her testimony by reason of such knowledge? 
[Repeat as necessary for each witness] 
21) This case involves allegations of murder, attempted murder, and aiding and abetting 
murder and attempted murder. Have you, or a close friend or family member, ever been 
accused of these or similar charges in a court case? 
a) IF YES: 
i) Who? 
ii) Describe what happened. 
iii) Are you able to set aside your personal experiences and decide this case solely on 
the evidence presented in this case? 
iv) Given your personal experiences, can you be absolutely fair and impartial in this 




22) Have you, or a close friend or family member, ever been the victim of these or similar 
charges in a court case? 
a) IF YES: 
i) Who? 
ii) Describe what happened. 
iii) Are you able to set aside your personal experiences and decide this case solely on 
the evidence presented in this case? 
iv) Given your personal experiences, can you be absolutely fair and impartial in this 
case? 
23) As you know, this is a murder case. Is there anything about the charges in this case that 
would make it difficult for you to be absolutely fair or impartial when considering the 
(::} evidence and sitting in judgment? 
a) IF YES: Please explain. 
24) The evidence in this case may be complex, graphic, emotional, and sometimes tedious. 
You will probably see graphic images and hear painful testimony. 
a) Are you able to see and hear such evidence and testimony without undue passion or 
prejudice? 
b) Would you be able to give your full attention to such evidence and testimony without 
interference or distraction? 
25) As you can see, the Defendants are African Americans. Does anyone feel that they may 
be prejudiced for or against the Defendants because they are African-Americans? In other 
words, is there anything about the Defendants racial heritage that would impair your ability to 
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,~ render a fair and impartial verdict based solely on the evidence presented and the instructions 
of the law from the court? 
) 
i) If yes, please explain. 
26) Sometimes, some people feel that they just do not have to follow the law or the 
instructions of the law given by a judge to a jury. Are there any of you who are unwilling or 
unable to follow my instructions as to the law that you must apply in determining this case? 
27) According to our constitutional principles of justice and a fair trial, the Defendants are 
presumed innocent. This means that they are innocent until proven guilty. The state must 
prove them guilty beyond a reasonable doubt. The Defendants do not have to prove anything. 
They do not have to prove their innocence. They do not have to present any evidence, or 
testimony, or say anything. They get the benefit of any reasonable doubt. 
a) Are you, for any reason, unwilling or unable to follow these legal principles in deciding 
this case? 
28) In this case there are two Defendants, each with three charges. I will later instruct you as 
to the elements of each charge. It is critical that you consider the evidence on each charge 
separately and against each defendant separately. Is there anyone who feels that they could 
not follow the Court's instructions in this regard? 
29) As you sit here now, is there anyone who has already formed or expressed an unqualified 
opinion or belief that either defendants are guilty or not guilty of the offenses charged? 
30) Are there any of you, if selected as a juror in this case, who is unwilling or unable to 
render a fair and impartial verdict based solely upon the evidence presented in this courtroom 





Are there any of you that have any difficulty sitting in judgment of another person in a 
legal proceeding? In other words, are there any of you that have some moral or religious 
difficulty judging another person? 
32) Do any of you have any other reason why you cannot give this case your undivided 
attention and render a fair and impartial verdict based solely on the evidence presented in 
court? 
33) Should either side be concerned about having a juror with your current state of mind and 
attitudes sitting in judgment? 
34) Is there anything more about you that you think either side should know in deciding 
whether you should serve on this jury? 
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INSTRUCTION NO. 1 
Now that you have been sworn as jurors to try this case, I want to go over with you what 
will be happening. I will describe how the trial will be conducted and what we will be doing. At 
the end of the trial, I will give you more detailed guidance on how you are to reach your decision. 
Because the State has the burden of proof, it goes first. After the State's opening 
statement, the defense may make an opening statement, or may wait until the State has presented 
its case. 
The State will offer evidence that it says will support the charges against the defendant. 
The defense may then present evidence, but is not required to do so. If the defense does present 
evidence, the State may then present rebuttal evidence. This is evidence offered to answer the 
defense's evidence. 
After you have heard all the evidence, I will give you additional instructions on the law. 
After you have heard the instructions, the State and the defense will each be given time for 
closing arguments. In their closing arguments, they will summarize the evidence to help you 
understand how it relates to the law. Just as the opening statements are not evidence, neither are 
the closing arguments. After the closing arguments, you will leave the courtroom together to 
make your decision. During your deliberations, you will have with you my instructions, the 




INSTRUCTION NO. 2 
This criminal case has been brought by the State of Idaho. I will sometimes refer to the 
State as the prosecution. 
The defendant is charged by the State of Idaho with violations of the law. The charges 
against the defendants are contained in the Information. 
The clerk shall read the Information and state the defendants' pleas. 
[ Clerk reads Information] 




/~ INSTRUCTION NO. 3 
' J
' 
Under our law and system of justice, the defendant is presumed to be innocent. The 
presumption of innocence means two things. 
First, the State has the burden of proving the defendant guilty. The State has that burden 
throughout the trial. The defendant is never required to prove his innocence, nor does the 
defendant ever have to produce any evidence at all. 
Second, the State must prove the alleged crime beyond a reasonable doubt. A reasonable 
doubt is not a mere possible or imaginary doubt. It is a doubt based on reason and common 
sense. It may arise from a careful and impartial consideration of all the evidence, or from lack of 
evidence. If after considering all the evidence you have a reasonable doubt about the defendant's 
guilt, you must find the defendant not guilty. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. 4 
Your duties are to determine the facts, to apply the law set forth in my instructions to 
those facts, and in this way to decide the case. In so doing, you must follow my instructions 
regardless of your own opinion of what the law is or should be, or what either side may state the 
law to be. You must consider them as a whole, not picking out one and disregarding others. The 
order in which the instructions are given has no significance as to their relative importance. The 
law requires that your decision be made solely upon the evidence before you. Neither sympathy 
nor prejudice should influence you in your deliberations. Faithful performance by you of these 
duties is vital to the administration of justice. 
In determining the facts, you may consider only the evidence admitted in this trial. This 
evidence consists of the testimony of the witnesses, the exhibits offered and received, and any 
stipulated or admitted facts. The production of evidence in court is governed by rules of law. At 
times during the trial, an objection may be made to a question asked of a witness, or to a witness' 
answer, or to an exhibit. This simply means that I am being asked to decide a particular rule of 
law. Arguments on the admissibility of evidence are designed to aid the Court and are not to be 
considered by you nor affect your deliberations. If I sustain an objection to a question or to an 
exhibit, the witness may not answer the question or the exhibit may not be considered. Do not 
attempt to guess what the answer might have been or what the exhibit might have shown. 
Similarly, ifl tell you not to consider a particular statement or exhibit you should put it out of 
your mind, and not refer to it or rely on it in your later deliberations. 
During the trial I may have to talk with the parties about the rules of law that should apply 
in this case. Sometimes we will talk here at the bench. At other times I will excuse you from the 
courtroom so that you can be comfortable while we work out any problems. You are not to 
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speculate about any such discussions. They are necessary from time to time and help the trial run 
more smoothly. 
Some of you have probably heard the terms "circumstantial evidence," "direct evidence" 
and "hearsay evidence." Do not be concerned with these terms. You are to consider all the 
evidence admitted in this trial. 
However, the law does not require you to believe all the evidence. As the sole judges of 
the facts, you must determine what evidence you believe and what weight you attach to it. 
There is no magical formula by which one may evaluate testimony. You bring with you 
to this courtroom all of the experience and background of your lives. In your everyday affairs 
you determine for yourselves whom you believe, what you believe, and how much weight you 
attach to what you are told. The same considerations that you use in your everyday dealings in 
making these decisions are the considerations you should apply in your deliberations. 
In deciding what you believe, do not make your decision simply because more witnesses 
may have testified one way than the other. Your role is to think about the testimony of each 
witness you heard and decide how much you believe of what the witness had to say. 
A witness who has special knowledge in a particular matter may give an opinion on that 
matter. In determining the weight to be given such opinion, you should consider the 
qualifications and credibility of the witness and the reasons given for the opinion. You are not 




Each count charges a separate and distinct offense. You must decide each count 
separately on the evidence and the law that applies to it, uninfluenced by your decision as to any 




INSTRUCTION NO. 6 
You will note the term victim is used with regard to the alleged victims in this case. The 
use of the term victim in this case is only used as a term of reference. Use of the term does not 
imply either the guilt or innocence of either defendant. As jurors, you alone determine guilt and 
innocence and if there is or is not an actual victim of a crime in this case. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. 7 
You must give separate, personal consideration to the charges against each defendant. 





Separate crimes are charged against each defendant. The charges have been joined for 
trial. You must consider and decide the case of each defendant separately. Your verdict as to 
one defendant should not control your verdict as to any other defendant. Each is entitled to a 
verdict based upon the evidence and the law that applies to that defendant. 
All of the instructions apply to each defendant unless a specific instruction states that it 




INSTRUCTION NO. 9 
If during the trial I may say or do anything that suggests to you that I am inclined to favor 
the claims or position of any party, you will not permit yourself to be influenced by any such 
suggestion. I will not express nor intend to express, nor will I intend to intimate, any opinion as 
to which witnesses are or are not worthy of belief; what facts are or are not established; or what 
inferences should be drawn from the evidence. If any expression of mine seems to indicate an 
opinion relating to any of these matters, I instruct you to disregard it. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. 10 
Do not concern yourself with the subject of penalty or punishment. That subject must not 
in any way affect your verdict. If you find the defendant guilty, it will be my duty to determine 




INSTRUCTION NO. 11 
If you wish, you may take notes to help you remember what witnesses said. If you do 
take notes, please keep them to yourself until you and your fellow jurors go to the jury room to 
decide the case. You should not let note-taking distract you so that you do not hear other 
answers by witnesses. When you leave at night, please leave your notes in the jury room. 
Although the court reporter will create a verbatim account of all matters of record 
occurring in this trial, you should be aware that transcripts of witness testimony will not be 
available to you for your deliberations. 
If you do not take notes, you should rely on your own memory of what was said and not 
be overly influenced by the notes of other jurors. In addition, you cannot assign to one person the 
duty of taking notes for all of you. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. 12 
It is important that as jurors and officers of this court you obey the following instructions 
at any time you leave the jury box, whether it be for recesses of the court during the day or when 
you leave the courtroom to go home at night. 
Do not discuss this case during the trial with anyone, including any of the attorneys, 
parties, witnesses, your friends, or members of your family. "No discussion" also means no 
email, text messaging, tweeting, blogging, Snapchatting, Facebook, Google plus, Linkedin, 
Instagram, Tumblr, electronic bulletin boards or any other form of communication, electronic or 
otherwise. 
Do not discuss this case with other jurors until you begin your deliberations at the end of 
the trial. Do not attempt to decide the case until you begin your deliberations. 
I will give you some form of this instruction every time we take a break. I do that not to 
insult you or because I don't think you are paying attention, but because experience has shown 
this is one of the hardest instructions for jurors to follow. I know of no other situation in our 
culture where we ask strangers to sit together watching and listening to something, then go into a 
little room together and not talk about the one thing they have in common: what they just 
watched together. 
There are at least two reasons for this rule. The first is to help you keep an open mind. 
When you talk about things, you start to make decisions about them and it is extremely 
important that you not make any decisions about this case until you have heard all the evidence 
and all the rules for making your decisions, and you won't have that until the very end of the 
trial. The second reason for the rule is that we want all of you working together on this decision 
when you deliberate. If you have conversations in groups of two or three during the trial, you 
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won't remember to repeat all of your thoughts and observations for the rest of your fellow jurors 
when you deliberate at the end of the trial. 
Ignore any attempted improper communication. If any person tries to talk to you about 
this case, tell that person that you cannot discuss the case because you are a juror. If that person 
persists, simply walk away and report the incident to the bailiff. Do not tell your fellow jurors 
what has occurred. 
Do not make any independent personal investigations into any facts or locations 
connected with this case. Do not look up any information from any source, including the 
Internet. Do not communicate any private or special knowledge about any of the facts of this 
case to your fellow jurors. Do not read or listen to any news reports about this case or about 
anyone involved in this case, whether those reports are in newspapers or the Internet, or on radio 
or television. 
In our daily lives we may be used to looking for information on-line and to "Google" 
something as a matter of routine. Also, in a trial it can be very tempting for jurors to do their 
own research to make sure they are making the correct decision. You must resist that temptation 
for our system of justice to work as it should. I specifically instruct that you must decide the case 
only on the evidence received here in court. If you communicate with anyone about the case or 
do outside research during the trial it could cause us to have to start the trial over with new jurors 
and you could be held in contempt of court. 
The reason for these rules is simple: this would be unfair to both the State and the 
defendant. Reporters, bloggers, tweeters, writers of letters to the editor, and commentators are 
not subject to cross-examination in court under oath to point out inaccuracies in the facts they 
present or the opinions they hold. Their information may be second-hand or may come from 
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t') sources that have only limited knowledge of the facts or simply an ax to grind. These people, as 
well, are not subject to cross-examination in court under oath. 
In addition, counsel cannot address opinions you may have formed based on facts they 
have never heard and that in reality might not even be true facts. 
While you are actually deliberating in the jury room, the bailiff will confiscate all cell 
phones and other means of electronic communications. Should you need to communicate with 




INSTRUCTION NO. /3;? 
You have now heard all the evidence in the case. My duty is to instruct you as to the law. 
You must follow all the rules as I explain them to you. You may not follow some and 
ignore others. Even if you disagree or don't understand the reasons for some of the rules, you are 
bound to follow them. If anyone states a rule of law different from any I tell you, it is my 
instruction that you must follow . 
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0 INSTRUCTION NO. _d_ 
As members of the jury it is your duty to decide what the facts are and to apply those facts 
to the law that I have given you. You are to decide the facts from all the evidence presented in 
the case. 
The evidence you are to consider consists of: 
1. sworn testimony of witnesses; 
2. exhibits that have been admitted into evidence; and 
3. any facts to which the parties have stipulated. 
Certain things you have heard or seen are not evidence, including: 
1. arguments and statements by lawyers. The lawyers are not witnesses. What they 
say in their opening statements, closing arguments and at other times is included 
to help you interpret the evidence, but is not evidence. If the facts as you 
remember them differ from the way the lawyers have stated them, follow your 
memory; 
2. testimony that has been excluded or stricken, or that you have been instructed to 
disregard; 
3. anything you may have seen or heard when the court was not in session. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. 
The law does not require you to accept all of the evidence which has been admitted. In 
determining what evidence you will accept, you must make your own evaluation of the evidence 
and determine the degree of weight you choose to give to that evidence. 
The testimony of a witness may fail to conform to the facts as they occurred because the 
witness is intentionally telling a falsehood, or because he or she did not accurately see or hear 
that about which he or she testifies, or because his or her recollection of the event is faulty, or 
because he or she has not expressed himself or herself clearly in giving testimony. There is no 
(;'.) formula by which one may evaluate testimony. You bring with you to this courtroom all of the 
experience and background of your lives. In your everyday affairs you determine for yourselves 
the reliability or unreliability of statements made to you by others. The same considerations that 
you use in your everyday dealings are the considerations which you apply in your deliberations. 
In determining the weight, if any, you will assign to a witness's testimony, you may consider such 
items as the interest or lack of interest of the witness in the outcome of this case; the bias or 
prejudice of a witness, if there be any; the age, the appearance, the manner in which the witness 
gives his or her testimony on the stand; the opportunity that the witness had to observe the facts 
concerning which he or she testifies; the probability or improbability of the witness's testimony 
when viewed in the light of all of the other evidence in the case; the contradiction, if any, of a 
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() witness's testimony by other evidence; statements, if any, made by the witness at other times 
inconsistent with his or her present testimony; evidence, if any, that a witness's general reputation 
for truth, honesty or integrity is bad; a witness's previous conviction of a felony, if any; and the 
effect, if any, of alcohol or drugs upon the witness; are all items to be taken into your 




INSTRUCTION NO. __jk___ 
You are instructed that any terms in these instructions that have a special legal meaning 
are defined for you in these instructions. Under Idaho law, if a word or phrase is not otherwise 
defined in these instructions, you are to construe that word or phrase according to its context and 
the approved usage of the language as the ordinary reading public would read and understand it. 
Words not otherwise defined should be given their ordinary significance as popularly understood. 
They do not have some mysterious or specialized meaning simply because they are a part of a 
jury instruction unless the Court has specifically defined them for you . 
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INSTRUCTION NO. / 7 









Malice may be express or implied. 
Malice is express when there is manifested a deliberate intention unlawfully to kill a 
human being. 
Malice is implied when: 
1. The killing resulted from an intentional act, 
2. The natural consequences of the act are dangerous to human life, and 
3. The act was deliberately performed with knowledge of the danger to, and with 
conscious disregard for, human life. 
When it is shown that a killing resulted from the intentional doing of an act with express 
or implied malice, no other mental state need be shown to establish the mental state of malice 
aforethought. The mental state constituting malice aforethought does not necessarily require any 
ill will or hatred of the person killed. 
The word "aforethought" does not imply deliberation or the lapse of time. It only means 




STATE V. JOHN C. DOUGLAS 
CASE NO. CRFE-2014-0010815 
COUNT 1: MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE 
INSTRUCTION NO.~ 
In order for the defendant, JOHN C. DOUGLAS, to be guilty of First Degree Murder with 
malice aforethought, the State must prove each of the following: 
I. On or about May 8, 2014 
2. in the State of Idaho 
3. the defendant, John C. Douglas, engaged in conduct which caused the death of Elliott 
('2) Bailey, 
4. with malice aforethought, and 
5. the murder was a willful, deliberate, and premeditated killing. Premeditation means to 
consider beforehand whether to kill or not to kill, and then to decide to kill. There does not have to 
be any appreciable period of time during which the decision to kill was considered, as long as it was 
reflected upon before the decision was made. A mere unconsidered and rash impulse, even though 
it includes an intent to kill, is not premeditation. 
If you find that the State has failed to prove any of the above, you must find the defendant 
not guilty of first degree murder. If you find that all of the above have been proved beyond a 
reasonable doubt, then you must find the defendant guilty of first degree murder. 
000456
STATE V. JOHN C. DOUGLAS 
CASE NO. CRFE-2014-0010815 
COUNT 2: MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE 
INSTRUCTION NO. ?-l) 
In order for the defendant, JOHN C. DOUGLAS, to be guilty of First Degree Murder with 
malice aforethought, the State must prove each of the following: 
1. On or about May 8, 2014 
2. in the State ofldaho 
3. the defendant, John C. Douglas, engaged in conduct which caused the death ofTravontae 
() Calloway, 
4. with malice aforethought, and 
5. the murder was a willful, deliberate, and premeditated killing. Premeditation means to 
consider beforehand whether to kill or not to kill, and then to decide to kill. There does not have to 
be any appreciable period of time during which the decision to kill was considered, as long as it was 
reflected upon before the decision was made. A mere unconsidered and rash impulse, even though 
it includes an intent to kill, is not premeditation. 
If you find that the State has failed to prove any of the above, you must find the defendant 
not guilty of first degree murder. If you find that all of the above have been proved beyond a 
reasonable doubt, then you must find the defendant guilty of first degree murder. 
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/~.·.· .. •  i·y STATE V. JOHN C. DOUGLAS 
CASE NO. CRFE-2014-0010815 
-
COUNT 3: ATTEMPTED MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE 
INSTRUCTION NO. 7',( 
In order for the defendant, JOHN C. DOUGLAS, to be guilty of Attempted Murder in the 
Degree, the State must prove each of the following: 
1. On or about May 8, 2014 
2. in the State of Idaho 
3. the defendant, John C. Douglas, did some act which was a step towards 
committing the crime of Murder in the First Degree, and 
4. when doing so the defendant intended to commit that particular crime against 
Jeanette Juraska. 
If you find that the State has failed to prove any of the above, you must find the defendant 
not guilty of attempted first degree murder. If you find that all of the above have been proved 
beyond a reasonable doubt, then you must find the defendant guilty of attempted first degree 
murder. 
The crime of Murder in the First Degree would be committed if a person did each of the 
following: 
1. A defendant engaged in conduct which caused the death of a person, 
2. the defendant acted without justification or excuse, 
3. with malice aforethought, and 
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4. the murder was a willful, deliberate, and premeditated killing. Premeditation means to 
consider beforehand whether to kill or not to kill, and then to decide to kill. There does not have to 
be any appreciable period of time during which the decision to kill was considered, as long as it was 
reflected upon before the decision was made. A mere unconsidered and rash impulse, even though 
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INSTRUCTION NO. _bl_ 
For an act to be a step towards committing the crime, the act must be more than merely 
preparing to commit the crime. Acts done in planning to commit a crime, or in devising, 
obtaining, or arranging the means to commit it, are not sufficient to constitute an attempt. To be 
a step towards committing the crime, the act must be something done beyond mere preparation 





STATE V. ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR. 
CASE NO. CRFE-2015-0000126 
COUNT 1: AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE 
INSTRUCTION NO.~ 
In order for the defendant, Anthony J. Robins, Jr., to be guilty of Aiding and Abetting 
Murder in the First Degree, the State must prove each of the following: 
1. On or about the May 8, 2014 
2. in the State ofldaho 
3. the defendant, Anthony J. Robins, Jr., did intentionally aid and abet by encouraging, 
advising, hiring, or procuring, 
4. John C. Douglas, who killed and murdered Elliott Bailey with malice aforethought 
5. by providing John C. Douglas and/or Samari Winn with the .45 caliber pistol used to 
kill Elliott Bailey, and/or by driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment located 
at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after the 
shooting, and fleeing with John C. Douglas and Samari Winn. 
If any of the above has not been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, you must find the 
Defendant not guilty. If each of the above has been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, then you 
must find the Defendant guilty. 
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STATE V. ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR. 
CASE NO. CRFE-2015-0000126 
COUNT 2: AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE 
INSTRUCTION NO. ;;. ~ 
In order for the defendant, Anthony J. Robins, Jr., to be guilty of Aiding and Abetting 
Murder in the First Degree, the State must prove each of the following: 
1. On or about the May 8, 2014, 
2. in the State ofldaho 
3. the defendant, Anthony J. Robins, Jr., did intentionally aid and abet by encouraging, 
advising, hiring, or procuring, 
4. John C. Douglas, who killed and murdered Travonte Calloway with malice 
aforethought 
5. by providing John C. Douglas and/or Samari Winn with the .45 caliber pistol used to 
kill Travonte Calloway, and/or by driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment 
located at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after 
the shooting, and fleeing with John C. Douglas and Samari Winn. 
If any of the above has not been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, you must find the 
Defendant not guilty. If each of the above has been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, then you 
must find the Defendant guilty. 
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STATE V. ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR. 
CASE NO. CRFE-2015-0000126 
COUNT 3: AIDING AND ABETTING ATTEMPTED 
MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE 
INSTRUCTION NO.~ 
In order for the defendant, Anthony J. Robins, Jr., to be guilty of Aiding and Abetting 
Attempted Murder in the First Degree, the State must prove each of the following: 
1. On or about the May 8, 2014, 
2. in the State of Idaho 
3. the defendant, Anthony J. Robins, Jr., did intentionally aid and abet encouraging, 
advising, hiring, or procuring 
4. John C. Douglas, who attempted to kill and murder with malice aforethought, an 
individual identified as Jeanette Juraska 
5. by providing John C. Douglas and/or Samari Winn with the .45 caliber pistol used to 
shoot Jeanette Juraska, and/or by driving John C. Douglas and Samari Winn to the apartment 
located at 2178 South Orchard Street, Boise, and/or waiting for them to return to the vehicle after 
the shooting, and fleeing with John C. Douglas and Samari Winn. 
If any of the above has not been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, you must find the 
Defendant not guilty. If each of the above has been proved beyond a reasonable doubt, then you 





INSTRUCTION NO. ~ 1 
The law makes no distinction between a person who directly participates in the acts 
constituting a crime and a person who, either before or during its commission, intentionally aids, 
assists, facilitates, promotes, encourages, counsels, solicits, invites, helps or hires another to 
commit a crime with intent to promote or assist in its commission. Both can be found guilty of 
the crime. Mere presence at, acquiescence in, or silent consent to, the planning or commission of 
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INSTRUCTION NO. U 
All persons who participate in a crime either before or during its commission, by 
intentionally aiding, abetting, another to commit the crime with intent to promote or assist in its 
commission are guilty of the crime. All such participants are considered principals in the 
commission of the crime. The participation of each defendant in the crime must be proved 
beyond a reasonable doubt. 
000465
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INSTRUCTION NO. 4 
In every crime or public offense there must exist a union or joint operation of act and 
intent. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. J"'Z> 
Intent under Idaho law is not an intent to commit a crime but is merely the intent to 





INSTRUCTION NO. } 2--
It is alleged that the crimes charged were committed "on or about" a certain date. If you 
find that a crime was committed, the proof need not show that it was committed on that precise 
date. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. __2Z___ 
"Willfully" when applied to the intent with which an act is done or omitted, implies 





A defendant in a criminal trial has a constitutional right not to be compelled to testify. 
The decision whether to testify is left to each defendant, acting with the advice and assistance of 
that defendant's lawyer. You must not draw any inference of guilt from the fact that a defendant 





INSTRUCTION NO. 3 s--
You have heard the testimony of some witnesses concerning statements made by them 
before this trial. The believability of a witness may be challenged by evidence that on some 
former occasion the witness made a statement that was not consistent with the witness' testimony 
in this case. Evidence of this kind may be considered by you only for the purpose of deciding 
whether you believe the witness's testimony or the weight to be given the testimony that you 
heard from the witness in this courtroom. This evidence of an earlier statement has been admitted 
to help you decide if you believe the witness's testimony. You cannot use these earlier statements 
as evidence in this case. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. 3 /p 
You have heard the testimony of witnesses who testified in preliminary hearings. You 
will recall it was brought out that before this trial that this witness made statements concerning 
the subject matter of this trial. Even though these statements were not made in this courtroom 
they were made under oath at the preliminary hearings. Because of this, you may consider these 




INSTRUCTION NO. 5 °f 
A person may not be found guilty based solely on the testimony of an accomplice. 
1. Anton Raider is an accomplice. 
There must be evidence, other than testimony of an accomplice, that tends to connect the 
defendant with the commission of the crime. Such other evidence may be slight and need not be 
sufficient in and of itself to establish the defendant's guilt. It is not sufficient, however, if it 
merely shows that the crime was committed, and it must not come from the testimony of another 
accomplice. 




INSTRUCTION NO. --i.P 
Corroborative evidence is evidence of some act or fact related to the offense which, if 
believed, by itself and without any aid, interpretation or direction from the testimony of the 
accomplice tends to connect the defendant with the commission of the offense charged. 
However, it is not necessary that the corroborative evidence be sufficient in itself to establish 
every element of the offense charged, or that it corroborate every fact to which the accomplice 
testifies. 
In determining whether an accomplice has been corroborated, you must first assume the 
testimony of the accomplice has been removed from the case. You must then determine whether 
there is any remaining evidence which tends to connect the defendant with the commission of the 
offense. 
If there is not such independent evidence which tends to connect defendant with the 
commission of the offense, the testimony of the accomplice is not corroborated. 
If there is such independent evidence which you believe, then the testimony of the 
accomplice is corroborated. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. _!f_L 
The fact the Court either overrules or sustains an objection to a question, or to testimony 
made, or to an argument advanced, is not a comment on the innocence or the guilt of the 
defendant or a comment on which counsel's argument is or is not to be believed. Counsel's 
statements are not evidence, nor are my rulings on objections made in a case. It is the job of 





You have been instructed as to all the rules of law that may be necessary for you to reach 
a verdict. Whether some of the instructions apply will depend upon your determination of the 
facts. You will disregard any instruction that applies to a state of facts you determine does not 
exist. You must not conclude from the fact that an instruction has been given that the Court is 
expressing any opinion as to the facts. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. !f__2___ 
I have outlined for you the rules of law applicable to this case and have told you of some 
of the matters you may consider in weighing the evidence to determine the facts. Counsel have 
completed their closing remarks to you, and now you will retire to the jury room for your 
deliberations. 
The arguments and statements of the attorneys are not evidence. If you remember the 
facts differently from the way the attorneys have stated them, you should base your decision on 
what you remember. 
The attitude and conduct of jurors at the beginning of your deliberations are important. It 
is rarely productive at the outset for you to make an emphatic expression of your opinion on the 
case or to state how you intend to vote. When you do that at the beginning, your sense of pride 
may be aroused, and you may hesitate to change your position even if shown that it is wrong. 
Remember that you are not partisans or advocates, but are judges. For you, as for me, there can 
be no triumph except in the ascertainment and declaration of the truth. 
As jurors you have a duty to consult with one another and to deliberate before making 
your individual decisions. You may fully and fairly discuss among yourselves all of the evidence 
you have seen and heard in this courtroom about this case, together with the law that relates to 
this case as contained in these instructions. 
During your deliberations, you each have a right to re-examine your own views and 
change your opinion. You should only do so if you are convinced by fair and honest discussion 
that your original opinion was incorrect based upon the evidence the jury saw and heard during 
the trial and the law as given you in these instructions. 
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Consult with each other. Consider each other's views, and deliberate with the objective 
of reaching an agreement, if you can do so without disturbing your individual judgment. Each of 
you must decide this case for yourself; but you should do so only after a discussion and 
consideration of the case with your fellow jurors. 
However, none of you should surrender your honest opinion as to the weight or effect of 
evidence or as to the innocence or guilt of the defendant because the majority of the jury feels 
otherwise or for the purpose of returning a unanimous verdict. 
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/J INSTRUCTION NO. _if_ 
1_) 
The instructions and the exhibits will be with you in the jury room. The exhibits are part 
of the official court record. For this reason please do not alter them or mark on them in any way. 
The instructions are numbered for convenience in referring to specific instructions. There 
may or may not be a gap in the numbering of the instructions. If there is, you should not concern 
yourselves about such gap. You may feel free to mark on your copy of the jury instructions if 
you wish to. 
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INSTRUCTION NO. _z.!.___ 
Upon retiring to the jury room, select one of you as a presiding officer, who will preside 
over your deliberations. It is that person's duty to see that discussion is orderly; that the issues 
submitted for your decision are fully and fairly discussed; and that every juror has a chance to 
express himself or herself upon each question. 
In this case, your verdict must be unanimous. When you all arrive at a verdict, the 
presiding officer will sign it and you will return it into open court. 
Your verdict in this case cannot be arrived at by chance, by lot, or by compromise. 
If, after considering all of the instructions in their entirety, and after having fully discussed the 
evidence before you, the jury determines that it is necessary to communicate with me, you may 
send a note by the bailiff. You are not to reveal to me or anyone else how the jury stands until 
you have reached a verdict or unless you are instructed by me to do so. 
A verdict form suitable to any conclusion you may reach will be submitted to you with 
these instructions. 
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INSTRUCTION C 
You have now completed your duties as jurors in this case and are discharged with the 
sincere thanks of this Court. The question may arise as to whether you may discuss this case 
with the attorneys or with anyone else. For your guidance, the Court instructs you that whether 
you talk to the attorneys, or to anyone else, is entirely your own decision. It is proper for you to 
discuss this case, if you wish to, but you are not required to do so, and you may choose not to 
discuss the case with anyone at all. If you choose to, you may tell them as much or as little as 
you like, but you should be careful to respect the privacy and feelings of your fellow jurors. 
Remember that they understood their deliberations to be confidential. Therefore, you should 
limit your comments to your own perceptions and feelings. If anyone persists in discussing the 
case over your objection, or becomes critical of your service, either before or after any discussion 
has begun, please report it to me. 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DIS;TRLCL_QE __ .-~·---=-~ 
-
___ ,,_··1L,.~_Df~.,,·. _3'.0'] 
AM. 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
FEB ~ 1 2016 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
CHFliSTOPHEA D F!!CH, Cler!< 
By ST{:·:1.,1i·j 1.1,11E HARDY 
Plaintiff, Case No. CRFE-2015-0000126 
vs. 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., VERDICT 
Defendant. 
We, the Jury, unanimously find the defendant ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR.: 
As to Count I: AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE: 
Not Guilty 
Guilty 








Dated this 1_[_ day of January 2016. 
Presid)hg]uror 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 W. Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
NO.c:,":"-:;i\;"7=iii:n'-----A.M. 9 : () ~ FILED -""'--,;,,-=-.::::.__1P.M. ___ _ 
FEB 2 2 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By WENDY MALONE: 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD FOURTH DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 










) __________ ) 
STA TE OF IDAHO, ) 
) ss: 
County of Ada ) 
Case No. CRFE 2015 0000126 
AFFIDAVIT 
Shelley W. Akamatsu, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
My name is Shelley W. Akamatsu. I am the deputy prosecutor in the above-entitled r case. 




Attached to this affidavit is a true and accurate copy of the powerpoint slides I 
presented during my closing argument and rebuttal arguments to the jury in the above-
entitled case on January 27, 2016. The CD disc labeled "closing and rebuttal" is attached to 
the affidavit. 
DATED this a> day of February, 2016. 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me thisd_/:t'day of February, 2016. 
AFFIDAVIT POWERPOINT SLID ESQ, Page 2 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
- NQ. ___ __,,,"'="...,./'\~~--
AM. ____ ~_. .M_4: __ p-'1-=--
MAR 2 9 2016 
CHRJST~HER 0. RICH, Cbrk 
By IAAA WRiGHT 
(}fl"lll"Y 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Case No. CRFE 2015 0000126 




TO: Scott McKay, Attorney of Record, you will please take notice the court 
considered the stipulation to vacate the sentencing hearing set for April 15, 2016, and 
ordered it reset June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. 
DATED this __8/§__ day of /'J4~. 2o_}J., 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
elley W. Akamatsu 
eputy Prosecuting Attorney 
NOTICE OF HEARING 0, Page 1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this ~ C/ it) day of mtl rC rJ , 20 ~ a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing Notice to Vacate and Reset Sentencing Hearing was served to 
Scott McKay in the manner noted below: 
'1 By depositing copies of the same in the United States mail, postage prepaid, first 
class. 
o By depositing copies of the same in the Interdepartmental Mail. 
o By informing the office of said individual(s) that said copies were available for 
pickup at the Office of the Ada County Prosecutor. 
o By faxing copies of the same to said attomey(s) at the facsimile number: ___ _ 
o Byhand 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
• 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Case No. CRFE 2015 0000126 
STIPULATION TO VACATE 
AND RESET SENTENCING 
HEARING 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
Attorney for Ada County, and Scott McKay, Attorney for Defendant, Anthony Robins Jr., 
and stipulate and agree the sentencing hearing currently set for April 15, 2016 should be 
vacated and reset to June 7, 2016, at 3:00 p.m. 
000487
DATED this lS°'day of March, 2016. 
,-.. 
DATED this :>f'day of March, 2016. 
• 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
QJJ~~ 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
~~ Scott McKay 




NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
P.O. Box 2772 
303 West Bannock 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
Attorneys for the Defendant 
• NO.-----;;F:;';'ilLE:i=io~r-,....-=-A.M, ____ P.M__.ll---1"--
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Cieri< 
By GRICELDA TORRES 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND.FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 













CASE NO. CRFE-2015-126 
DEFENDANT'S SENTENCING 
MEMORANDUM 
Anthony James Robins Jr. is 35 years old. He is a loving father of two children, a 
daughte and a son, Prior to his arrest in 
connection with the present case, Anthony resided in California where he was born and raised 
and where his extended family lives. Anthony's prior criminal history consists largely of alcohol 
and drug offenses and he has no prior convictions for any crimes of violence. He graduated from 
high school, attended college briefly and worked in different businesses including a lengthy 
period of time running a carpet cleaning business which he owned. The numerous character 
letters submitted to the Court and appended to the Presentence Investigation Report (PSI) 




describe Anthony as a kind and selfless individual who is a devoted father and committed to his 
family and friends. Not surprisingly and given his character, Anthony has been a model inmate 
at the Ada County Jail where he has been held in medium security and part of the general 
population notwithstanding the severity of the crimes for which he was charged and convicted. 
As the Court will recall, throughout his trial and at each and every court appearance, Anthony 
was polite and respectful. 
Three other individuals have been charged and convicted in connection with the Orchard 
Street shootings in May of 2014 which are the subject of this case. John Douglas, who was 
charged with being the shooter of the three occupants of the Orchard Street home and tried 
jointly with Anthony, will be sentenced in August. Samari Winn, who was charged with, among 
other matters, facilitating Mr. Douglas' entry into the Orchard Street home is scheduled to be 
sentenced on June 8, 2016, the day after Anthony's sentencing. Anton Raider, who was initially 
charged with being an accessory to murder, cooperated with the State and testified against the 
others as part of that cooperation. He was sentenced on April 28, 2016, after the Douglas/Robins 
trial and the Winn trial. Mr. Raider was sentenced by the Honorable Lynn Norton to 4 years and 
100 days and a fine of $240.50 in connection to his plea to a reduced charge of attempted 
murder. 1 Mr. Raider's state sentence is running concurrently with a federal criminal sentence of 
approximately the same duration. 
Anthony's sentencing is scheduled for June 7, 2016 at 3 pm. Anthony will be sentenced 
in connection with the jury's verdict finding him guilty of two counts of aiding and abetting a 
1 See State of Idaho v. Anton P. Raider, Ada County District Court Case No. 
CR-FE-2014-0018331. 
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murder and one count of aiding and abetting an attempted murder, felonies, in violation of Idaho 
Code § 18-4001. The aiding and abetting murder convictions carry a mandatory life sentence 
with a minimum period of confinement of ten years. LC. § 18-4004. It is respectfully submitted 
that Anthony should be sentenced by this Court to the statutory minimum unified sentence of life 
with a ten year fixed sentence. Such a sentence will achieve the goals of sentencing and provide 
Anthony an opportunity to someday return to his family and be a productive member of society. 
II. ANTHONY ROBINS' BACKGROUND AND CHARACTER 
Anthony comes from a very humble background and a loving, supportive family. His 
mother Lori Haggerty drove a bus before her untimely death in 2003 from a brain aneurism. 
Prior to her death, Mrs. Haggerty was the center of the family and taught her children the 
importance of family and Christian values. Anthony's stepfather, Bill Haggerty, is the only real 
father Anthony has known. Mr. Haggerty formerly served in the military and worked in 
production in the automotive industry. He raised Anthony as his son, attending his athletic 
endeavors, and encouraging his maturation and development. Mr. Haggerty has remained an 
active part of Anthony's life and Anthony his. As noted in the PSI, Anthony cared for his father 
after he had a stroke and needed assistance with doctor visits, food and medicine. Anthony also 
has three sisters and he has close relationship with each of them along with his nieces and 
nephews - the children of his sisters. 
Anthony was an accomplished athlete and active in extra curricular activities in high 
school. He attended junior college following graduation from high school where he studied 
business and played football. Anthony did not complete college and dropped out in order to 
support his family after he became a parent. Anthony had a longtime girlfriend, Ayanna, and 
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together, Anthony and Ayanna had three children:
second daughter, who tragically passed away from leukemia in 2009 just before her 
The death of this child had a devastating effect on Anthony and his relationship 
with Ayanna which never recovered. Anthony accepts responsibility for his part of this breakup 
and acknowledges turning to alcohol and marijuana as a means of coping with the death of his 
daughter. 
Notwithstanding this breakup, Anthony has remained a loving father devoted to his 
children and active in their lives. He provided for his children financially and encouraged their 
success in and out of the classroom. Of course, Anthony's arrest on the present charges disrupted 
his ability to actively parent his children and now his contact is limited to video visits from the 
jail. Anthony also is able to take some small measure of comfort knowing that his sisters and 
father are available to his children while he is incarcerated. 
Anthony had a consistent but varied work history which included being the operator/ 
owner of a carpet cleaning business which he ran for approximately 9 years. He has operated 
other businesses including a barber shop and a concert promotion business. The evidence at trial 
also indicated Anthony was involved in the marijuana business. 
The various letters appended to the PSI and submitted in support of Anthony attest to his 
character and the life he has lived. The Court is respectfully requested to review these letters 
prior to sentencing. These letters, written by people from all walks of Anthony's life and many 
of whom do not know each other, describe Anthony in remarkably similar ways. Mariah Grooms 
describes Anthony as "kind, selfless, and[] a hard worker. His friendly nature and positive 
attitude made it very easy for everyone to gravitate to his energy. Anthony is a wonderful 
4 • DEFENDANT'S SENTENCING MEMORANDUM 
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father." David Janke summed up Anthony as "a good man. He was always there for our friends, 
my family, and me, going out of his way to lend a hand whenever it was needed." Rhyan Aaron 
knows "Anthony as a disciplined, hard-working and dedicated person." Leigh M. Jones said "he 
rolled with the punches and always learned from his mistakes so he could make better choices. 
[He's] a fun-loving, smart, generous standup guy." 
But even more impressive than the words used to describe Anthony, are the stories that 
underlie the descriptions. Actions speak louder than words and Anthony has proved himself to 
be a man of character time after time. For instance, Patience McClellan-Allen described how 
Anthony was there for her during her hip and neck surgeries. "Anthony was there to lend a 
helping hand, if it was just to the store, a [sic] arm to hold for a walk or just someone to listen. 
Anthony is more of a listener than a talker. He always demonstrated extreme patience in dealing 
with me. I am proud of his compassion for others." 
Anthony was the first of Keith Bhonapha's friends to come see him when his 
grandmother died. Mr. Bhonapha, a former football coach at Boise State University and now a 
coach at the University of Washington as part of Coach Chris Petersen's staff, writes: "The older 
you get it's hard to find guys that are truly there for you as a person and I feel confident saying 
Anthony is one of those people." Saba Burton wrote that "Anthony played a very pivotal role in 
my life during the most trying time of my life. In September of 2002, my mother passed away 
after a lengthy battle with cancer. During this time, Anthony provided a significant amount of 
emotional support to me, and I can lament with a great deal of certainty that ifhe weren't there 
for me during this time I'm not sure I would be here today." 
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Another friend, David Janke, described Anthony as treating his mother with dignity and 
respect while other kids ridiculed her for her physical handicaps. Finally, Meli King provides yet 
another example of Anthony's selfless kind nature. 
Since having met Anthony, I too have been on the receiving end and experienced 
first-hand his empathetic and sympathetic nature. I've benefitted from his 
positivity and words of wisdom and encouragement through my own difficult 
times when I needed support. Even though we hadn't known each other that long 
and didn't know each other that well, he was always there for me when I needed 
someone to hear me. He was there for me throughout my painful breakup with 
my longtime partner and also the passing of my grandfather. 
Anthony has clearly touched the lives of many. He is there for others when needed most. 
Anthony knows firsthand the tragedy of loss having lost his mother in 2003 to a brain aneurism 
and his daughter in 2009 to leukemia. While the death of Anthony's daughter had a 
devastating impact on his life, Anthony has remained a dedicated father to his son and other 
daughter. For instance, when Anthony's son experienced difficulties in school, Anthony tutored 
and mentored him every day until his grades improved. "He is a present father who was helping 
his son and daughter thrive in both school and sports." Meli King, Letter of Support. 
In sum, Anthony is an attentive father, loyal friend, respectful son and a caring brother. 
His life, now forever altered by the present case, has been filled with good deeds and acts of 
kindness. As set forth below, while this Court is required to impose a significant sentence, surely 
Anthony is deserving of a measure of redemption and the opportunity for a life with his family 
outside of prison walls. 




The fundamental requirement of any sentence is that it be "reasonable," State v. 
Charboneau, 124 Idaho 497,499, 861 P.2d 67, 69 (1993). Reasonableness is measured by 
analyzing four criteria: 1) the protection of society, 2) the deterrence of crime both generally and 
specifically, 3) the possibility ofrehabilitation, and 4) punishment or retribution for wrongdoing. 
State v. Wolfe, 99 Idaho 382, 384, 582 P.2d 728, 730 (1978). The foremost of these objectives is 
the protection of society. State v. Moore, 78 Idaho 359,363,304 P.2d 1101, 1105 (1956). 
[A] term of confinement is reasonable to the extent it appears necessary, at the 
time of sentencing, to accomplish the primary objective of protecting society and 
to achieve any or all of the related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution 
applicable to a given case. A sentence of confinement longer than necessary for 
these purposes is unreasonable. 
State v. Broadhead, 120 Idaho 141, 145, 814 P.2d 401,405 (1991) (quoting State v. Toohill, 103 
Idaho 565,568,650 P.2d 707, 710 (Ct. App. 1983)); see also, State v. Casper, 123 Idaho 796, 
853 P.2d 1 (Ct. App. 1993) (modifying on appeal a term of confinement longer than necessary to 
achieve purposes of sentencing). 
Imposing a sentence for Anthony of longer than ten years fixed is unreasonable and 
unnecessary. Anthony is only 35 years old. Aside from this case, he has no violent criminal 
history. Research has shown that as a defendant ages and gains maturity the risk of recidivism 
declines consistently. See U.S. Sentencing Commission, "Measuring Recidivism: The Criminal 
History Computation of the Federal Sentencing Guidelines" (May 2004). The content of the 
numerous letters of support attest to Anthony's character and support a ten year fixed sentence 
after which Anthony would first be eligible for parole. If paroled, Anthony would be in his mid 
to late 40's and he would live within the structure of supervised parole. 
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Further, a fixed ten year prison sentence with an indeterminate life sentence provides 
adequate deterrence and punishment for this loving father who will not be able to be a significant 
part of his children's lives until they are adults. Anthony has been a devoted father to his 
children and a positive figure in their lives. He dreams of being reunited with them which such a 
sentence would someday permit albeit after a significant period of imprisonment. A longer 
sentence would be emotionally devastating to all involved including Anthony, his children and 
their family. A fixed sentence often years, however, provides hope and incentive for Anthony to 
make positive use of the time spent in prison. 
Additionally, the possibility of serving a life sentence is adequate deterrence for Anthony 
specifically and society in general. Parole is never guaranteed particularly for offenses of this 
nature and how much time Anthony would eventually serve would tum on a number of factors 
including Anthony's participation in IDOC programming and his behavior while incarcerated. 
Society in general is deterred by the gravity of an indeterminate life sentence. 
The possibility of rehabilitation for Anthony is great. Anthony is educated and has proven 
himself through regular employment and adherence to various responsibilities. He is 
hardworking, reliable and respected by the people who know him best. He has great potential in 
life and every indication is he will return to society as a hardworking and productive member. 
Anthony will perform very well on parole as evidenced by the fact that he has been in the Ada 
County Jail for one year and five months without any disciplinary issues whatsoever. Anthony 
has proved himself worthy of medium custody status - an extremely remarkable occurrence for 
someone incarcerated on his charges. 
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Finally, a fixed ten year sentence with indeterminate life is sufficient punishment. 
Anthony has been uprooted from his life and children in a distant state over 500 miles away from 
his home and family. His ability to even see his family will be extremely limited while in prison 
and he will spend his time in prison knowing the very real possibility exists that he will be locked 
up for longer than 10 years. Anton Raider, for his significant part, received a sentence of less 
than five years. Mr. Robins, on the other hand, exercised his constitutional right to trial and 
while a longer sentence is now mandated given the reduction of Mr. Raider's charge, a sentence 
more than double that of Mr. Raider is sufficient and adequate punishment. 
A sentence beyond the already significant minimum sentence provided for by these 
offenses is longer than necessary to achieve the goals of protecting society, deterrence, 
punishment and rehabilitation and is unreasonable. 
IV. CONCLUSION 
The loss of life is tragic in all instances and tragic in this instance. The offenses for 
which Anthony now stands convicted provides for a significant sentence. However, that 
sentence need not be unduly harsh given the hardworking, humble, and respectful young man 
with great potential that now appears before this Court for sentencing. It is respectfully urged 
that Anthony be provided an opportunity for a productive life outside of prison and the hope for 
reunification with his children and family. While Anthony now stands convicted of his first 
violent offense, every indication suggests this will be his last offense particularly ifhe is paroled 
and faces the prospect of a return to incarceration which on parole. A fixed sentence of ten years 
and an indeterminate life sentence accomplishes the goals of sentencing and is reasonable under 
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the circumstance. For all the reasons set forth above, the Court should sentence Anthony to the 
statutory minimum sentence of ten years fixed with an indeterminate period of life. 
rt--
DATED this U day of June, 2016. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
,r'-
I HEREBY CERTIFY That on this{!_ day of June, 2016, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be: 
mailed 
faxed 
)( hand delivered 
to: Shelley Ak:amatsu, Deputy Ada County Prosecuting Attorney, 200 West Front, Boise, ID 
83702 
~~-----
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Hoagland - Hardy- Olese~·ne 7, 2016 • 1A-CRT503 
Time Speaker Note 
03:04:59 PM CRFE15.126 -State v. Anthony Robins -
Sentencing - Custody - Scott Mckay - Shelley 
Akamatsu/Scott Bandy 
03:05:10 PM Judge Samuel Reviews file 
Hoagland 
03:10:17 PM Will enter an order the Ms. Galloway's that victim 
impact 
03:10:31 PM Counsel No objection 
03:10:41 PM Defense Counsel Reviewed PSI, no objections or corrections 
03:10:54 PM State's Attorney Reviewed PSI, no objections or corrections 
03:11:18 PM One victim impact 
03:11:26 PM Defense Counsel Argument only 
03:11:59 PM Victim Provides impact statement 
03:16:18 PM State's Attorney Provides an order for restitution 
03:16:34 PM Defense Counsel Has objection, third parties that shouldn't be included 
and he doesn't have the means to pay the restitution 
03:18:09 PM Judge Samuel Clarifies objection 
Hoagland 
03:19:02 PM Defense Counsel Would like have restiutiton hearing 
03:20:54 PM State's Attorney Asks for a review hearing 
03:21:15 PM Judge Samuel Will set review hearing for 7 /28/16 @ 9:30 am 
Hoagland 
03:22:07 PM State's Attorney Recommends: 15+15 for the attempted, fixed life 
sentence for the 1st degree murder 
03:32:58 PM Defense Counsel Recommends: 1 0+life 
03:50:16 PM Defendant Declines to address court 
03:50:21 PM Judge Samuel JOG: Ct I - 40+1ife, Ct II - 40+1ife, Ct Ill - 15+0, 
Hoagland concurrent with each other, CTS: 517, standard court 
costs, waives any fines but reserves the right to enter 
an order regarding restitituion, appeal rights 
03:58:08 PM End of Case 
6ll/2016 1 of 1 
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JUNO 8 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KARI MAXWELL 
DIPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 




Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
JUDGMENT OF CONVICTION 
AND COMMITMENT 
On June 7, 2016, Shelley Akarnatsu and Scott Bandy, Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys for 
the County of Ada, State ofldaho, and the defendant, ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., with his 
attorney, Scott McKay, appeared before this Court for sentencing. The defendant was duly 
informed of the Information filed against him for the crimes of COUNT 1: AIDING AND 
ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. §§ 18-4001, -4002, -4003(c); 
COUNT 2: AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. §§ 
18-4001, -4002, -4003(c); and COUNT 3: AIDING AND ABETTING ATTEMPTED MURDER 
IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, I.C. §§ 18-4001, -4002, 4003(a), 18-204, 18-306, 
committed on or about May 8, 2014, and the jury verdicts of guilty thereto on January 28, 2016. 
The defendant, and defendant's counsel, were then asked if they had any legal cause or 
reason to offer why judgment and sentence should not be pronounced against the defendant, and if 
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the defendant, or defendant's counsel, wished to offer any evidence or to make a statement on behalf 
of the defendant, or to present any information to the Court in mitigation of punishment; and the 
Court, having accepted such statements, and having found no legal cause or reason why judgment 
and sentence should not be pronounced against the defendant at this time; does render its judgment 
of conviction as follows: 
IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that the defendant is 
guilty of the crimes of COUNT 1: AIDING AND ABETTING MURDER IN THE FIRST 
DEGREE, FELONY, LC.§§ 18-4001, -4002, -4003(c); COUNT 2: AIDING AND ABETTING 
MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, LC.§§ 18-4001, -4002, -4003(c); and COUNT 
3: AIDING AND ABETTING ATTEMPTED MURDER IN THE FIRST DEGREE, FELONY, 
LC.§§ 18-4001, -4002, 4003(a), 18-204, 18-306, and that he be sentenced pursuant to the 
Uniform Sentence Law of the State ofldaho, LC.§ 19-2513, to the custody of the State ofldaho 
Board of Correction as follows: 
COUNT 1: 
For an aggregate term of LIFE: with the first forty (40) years of said term to be FIXED, 
with LIFE INDETERMINATE, with such sentence to commence immediately; 
COUNT 2: 
For an aggregate term of LIFE: with the first forty ( 40) years of said term to be FIXED, 
with LIFE INDETERMINATE, with such sentence to commence immediately, said term to run 
concurrent with the sentence imposed in Count 1; and 
COUNT 3: 
For an aggregate term of fifteen (15) years: with the first fifteen (15) years of said term to 
be FIXED, and with the remaining zero (0) years to be INDETERMINATE, said term to run 
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concurrently with the sentences imposed in Count 1 and Count 2, and with such terms to 
commence immediately 
Pursuant to LC.§ 18-309, the defendant shall be given credit for the time already served 
upon the charges specified herein of five hundred seventeen ( 517) days. 
The defendant shall submit a DNA sample and right thumbprint impression to authorities 
pursuant to LC. § 19-5506 within ten (10) days of this judgment. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that pursuant to Idaho Code Section 31-3201A(b), on each 
Count of Conviction, the defendant shall pay court costs in the amount of $17 .50; County 
Administrative Surcharge Fee in the amount of$10.00 pursuant to LC.§ 31-4502; P.O.S.T. 
Academy fees in the amount of$15.00 pursuant to LC.§ 31-3201B; ISTARS technology fee in 
the amount of$10.00 pursuant to LC.§ 31-3201(5); $75.00 reimbursement, to the Victims 
Compensation Fund pursuant to LC.§ 72-1025; $3.00 for the Peace Officer Temporary 
Disability Fund pursuant to LC. § 72-1105; Emergency Surcharge Fee in the amount of $100.00 
pursuant to LC.§ 31-3201H; and $15.00 for the Victim Notification Fee (VINE) pursuant to LC. 
§31-3204, to be paid through the Clerk of the District Court. 
Pursuant to Idaho Code Section 19-5304, the defendant shall pay restitution to the 
victim(s) of the defendant's crime in an amount to be determined, bearing interest at the 
statutory rate of 5.375% per annum until paid in full, to be paid through the Clerk of the 
District Court 
The defendant shall be remanded to the custody of the Sheriff of Ada County, to be 
delivered FORTHWITH by him into the custody of the Director of the State Board of Correction 
of the State ofldaho. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED that the Clerk deliver a certified copy ofthis Judgment and 
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Commitment to the said Sheriff, which shall serve as the commitment of the defendant. 
NOTICE OF RIGHT TO APPEAL 
You, ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., are hereby notified that you have the right to appeal 
this order to the Idaho Supreme Court. Any notice of appeal must be filed within forty-two ( 42) 
days from the entry of this judgment. 
You are further notified that you have the right to be represented by an attorney in any 
appeal, that if you cannot afford to retain an attorney, one may be appointed at public expense. 
Further, if you are a needy person, the costs of the appeal may be paid for by the State ofldaho. 
If you have questions about your appeal rights, you should consult your present lawyer. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
Dated this 7th day of June 2016. 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on the Bill day of June 2016, I mailed (emailed) a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE 
VIA EMAIL 
ADA COUNTY PUBLIC DEFENDER'S OFFICE 
VIA EMAIL 
ADA COUNTY JAIL 
VIA EMAIL 








,, \t · Scott McKay JUN 2 2 2016 
_ .··, Dennis Benjamin 
1 
' •.. •· NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
v, P.O. Box 2772 
303 West Bannock 




Attorneys for the Defendant 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By SARA MARKLE 
DcPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 










) __________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED RESPONDENT, STATE OF IDAHO, AND ITS ATTORNEYS, 
THE ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE, THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE ENTITLED 
COURT, CLERK OF THE SUPREME COURT AND THE COURT REPORTERS: 
1. The Appellant Anthony Robins, Jr., appeals against the above named Respondent 
State of Idaho to· the Idaho Supreme Court from Judgment of Conviction and Commitment 
entered on June 8, 2016, by the Honorable Samuel Hoagland, District Judge of the Fourth 
Judicial District. 
2. Mr. Robins has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the judgment 
described in paragraph 1, above, is appealable under and pursuant to I.A.R. 11 ( c )(1 ). 
3. A preliminary statement of the issues which the appellant intends to assert in the 




appeal is as follows: 
1) Did the district court err in denying the motion to sever? 
2) Did the district court err in denying the motion for access to counsel? 
3) Did the district court err in admitting into evidence against Mr. Robins a letter 
allegedly written by John Douglas while in jail? 
4) Did the district court err in granting only limited relief on the motion to show cause for 
the invasion of the attorney-client privilege by the State ofldaho? 
5) Did the district court abuse its discretion in sentencing Mr. Robins? 
4. A presentence report was prepared in this case, which was sealed pursuant to I.C.R. 






State's Compliance with Court's Order Regarding Documents 
State's Notice of Intent to Use 609 Evidence 
State's Second Notice of Intent to Use 404(b) Evidence 
State's Motion in Limine 
State's Briefln Support of Motions In Limine 
5. The following transcripts are requested: 
04/02/2015 Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on 04/02/2015 09:00 AM: 
District Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: N. Julson Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than 100 
04/17/2015 Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled on 04/17/2015 01: 15 PM: 
District Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: N. Julson Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than 100 
07/27/2015 Hearing result for Hearing scheduled on 07/27/2015 03:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Rachelle Cahoon Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than 250 
09/02/2015 Hearing result for Status scheduled on 09/02/2015 04:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
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09/23/2015 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 09/23/2015 02:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Less than 500 pages 
12/15/2015 Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled on 12/14/2015 03:00 PM: 
District Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than 200 
01/12/2016 Hearing result for Hearing scheduled on 01/08/2016 02:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
01/15/2016 Hearing result for Hearing scheduled on 01/15/2016 01 :30 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
01/15/2016 Hearing result for Hearing scheduled on 01/13/2016 03:30 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
01/20/2016 Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 01/20/2016 09:00 AM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
01/22/2016 Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 01/22/2016 09:00 AM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 500 
01/25/2016 Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 01/25/2016 09:00 AM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christine Rhodes Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than 500 
06/07/2016 Hearing result for Sentencing scheduled on 06/07/2016 03 :00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
6. Mr. Robins requests the standard record under Rule 28, I.A.R. He asks that the PSI 







Defendant's Request for Discovery 
Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and Objections 
State/City Request for Discovery 
3 - NOTICE OF APPEAL 
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02/12/2015 Defendant's Request for Discovery 
03/17/2015 Application for Writ of Habeas Corpus 
03/18/2015 Application for Writ of Habeas Corpus Granted 
03/23/2015 Commitment 
03/23/2015 Exhibit List 
03/23/2015 Magistrate Minutes & Notice of Hearing 
03/25/2015 Information 
04/24/2015 Defendant's Motion for Extension of Time in Which to File Pretrial 
Motions Under ICR 12(b) 
04/24/2015 Declaration of Brian J. McMonagle in Support of Defendant's Motion for 
Extension of Time in which to File Pre-Trial Motions Under ICR 12(b) 
05/01/2015 Order Granting Defendant's Motion for Extension of Time in Which to 
File Pretrial Motions Under ICR 12(b) 
05/05/2015 Notice of Preparation of Preliminary Hearing Transcript 
05/21/2015 Defendant Robins' Motion for Order to Show Cause and for Other 
Appropriate Relief to Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege 
05/21/2015 Defendant Robins' Memorandum in Support of Motion for Order to Show 
Cause and for Other Appropriate Relief to Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege 
05/21/2015 Declaration of Scott McKay in Support of Defendant Robins' Motion for 
Order to Show Cause and for Other Appropriate Relief 
06/12/2015 Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder 
06/12/2015 Memorandum in Support of Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder 
06/15/2015 Transcript Filed 
07/22/2015 Defendant Robins' Motion To Vacate and Reset Jury Trial 
07/29/2015 Amended Notice of Trial Setting Order Governing Further Proceedings 
08/27/2015 State's Response Brief to Defendant's Motion to Sever 
08/27/2015 State's Lodging of Letter to Determine Severance 
09/08/2015 Defendant Robins' Motion to Compel Access to Counsel 
09/08/2015 Defendant Robins' Memorandum in Support of Motion to Compel Access 
to Counsel 
09/08/2015 Declaration of Scott McKay in Support of Defendant Robins' Motion to 
Compel Access to Counsel 
09/08/2015 State's Response Brief to Defendant's Motion for Order to Show Cause 
09/14/2015 State's Response Brief to Defendant's Motion to Compel 
09/14/2015 State's Lodging of Robins' Notes 
09/16/2015 Motion for PH Transcript 
09/22/2015 Order for Preliminary Hearing Transcript 
09/24/2015 State's Response Brief to Defendants Motion to Sever/Supplement 
09/30/2015 Order Re: Potential Attorney Client Privileged Documents 
10/01/2015 Motion for Correction or Reduction of Sentence, ICR 35 
10/01/2015 Affidavit ofLeandru D. Steohens 
10/01/2015 Motion for Hearing 
10/01/2015 Defendant Robins' Response to State's Supplemental Brief in Opposition 
to Defendant's Motion for Severance 
4-NOTICE OF APPEAL 
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(If defendant is a minor, a form must also be completed 
by parent or legal guardian) 
CASE NO. ________ _ 












Name of Current or Last Employer 
City State 







Hours Per Week 
Paid by the month D hour D Rate of Pay$ _______ _ 
-------- -------- $ _______ _ 
Date Unemployment Date Unemployment 
Benefits Began Benefits Tennlnate 
(or will begin) 
FINANCIAL 
Monthly Unempl. (or 
(anticipated Income) 
Home Phone Work Phone 
Message Phone 
Name of Spouse's Current or Last Employer Phone 
City State Zip Code 
Begin Date End Date Time on the Job Hours Per week 
Paid by the month O hour O Rate of Pay$ _______ _ 
No. Children You Are Supporting .,d__ Monthly Support $ __ N~Li~A~- No. Children Living With You Q Ages -~)_5~+/__._1 .... / ___ _ 
Child Support Current? YesO No D Amount in Arrears $~/t/~/~A~--
ASSETS 
Rent O or OwnD Your Home 
Equity in Home 
Equity in Other Land or Property 
Year and Make of Vehicle(s) _______ _ 
Equity In Vehicle(s) 
Cash on Hand 
Cash in Checking Accounts 
Name of Bank ____________ _ 
Cash in Savings Accounts 
Name of Bank ____________ _ 
Other Assets ____________ _ 









No. Adults Living With You _Q_ Relationships ______ _ 
Mortgage Loan Balance 
Property Loan Balance 
$ tilA 
$ )y/A 
Vehicle Loan Balance $ ti_}A 
Checking Acct. No. Nit, 
Savings Acct. No. NIA 
. 
A EXHIBIT [REV J-2000] 
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Continued on Reverse 
HOUSEHOLD MONTHLY INCOME HOUSEHOLD MONTHLY DEBTS 
Your Wages (Take-home, Before Garnishments) $ &/~ . Rent or Mortgage Paid By You $ NIA 
Spouse's Wages (Take-home) $ /j.L~ Car Payment $ tl.LA 
Other Household Member Wages $ /JllA Food s NI.A 
A.F.D.C. $ 1:11.~ Utlllties $ /j_fA 
Social Security $ NI~ Transportation s NIA • 
S.S.I. I S.S.D. $ ti.l~ Auto Insurance $ ti-IA 
Unemployment Insurance $ Nl~ Day Care $ NlA 
Veterans Benefits $ /)}_ .l~ Educational Loans $ NJ& 
Retirement/Pension $ Nl~ Credit Cards $ e~ IO.DlX' -t-.. I 
61.fa ' e<:>\ 1-/C>,OOC> Child Support/Alimony $ Medical $  
Nl~ I Other $. NlA : Chlld Support/Alimony $ 
Court Fines $ e~~. JOb(+) 
'Other~~ \.' $ 1~D 
tlLJ . l ~ lO'I\ Total Monthly Income $ Total Monthly Debts $ 
Amount of money remaining at the end of each month:~ !iJA 
If you are under legal age, who is your parent or guardian? Who will assist you financially? 
!VIit 
Name Phone Name Phone 
City State Zip Code City State Zip Code 
ST A TE OF IDAHO 
ss. 
County of Ada 
I am requesting that a lawyer be appointed to represent me, and I understand that I may be required to reimburse the publfc defender at the end 
of my case. I swear under penalty of perjury that the answers above are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 
Applicmrt'sSlgnture Date 
,1111111"61 ~ 
SUBSCRIBED and SWORN to before me 'lft'' 6 «0 .. ,. .. + ........... ~ ~ .. 
~ ~. ··~\ 
II QkoTAJt~ xi \ * -·- , •. 
\ 
: = ~lTei.\" 1 I 
.P. .••o I 
.,~~~ ....... 't--~., 
~ ••• ,. 'I! 0 F \~ ... ,,,., ... ,, ... 





NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
P.O. Box 2772 
303 West Bannock 
Boise, Idaho 83701 
(208) 343-1000 
smckay@nbmlaw.com 
Attorneys for the Defendant 
•o. ____ t: 
w ,,,,r, _ I-~-.... 
A.M __ _,_,_~--.I P.M.----,...._ --..,._ _ __ -=-b/('..._ _ 
JUN 2 2 2016 
CHRISTOPHEfl D. RICH, Clerk 
By SAF1A MARKLE 
DEPUW 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 











CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
MOTION TO APPOINT STATE 
APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
Anthony Robins asks this Court to issue an order appointing the Office of the State 
Appellate Public Defender to represent him on appeal. Good cause exists to grant this motion 
because Mr. Robins is imprisoned and indigent, and he has filed a Notice of Appeal in this case. 
This motion is brought pursuant to the Sixth and Fourteenth Amendments to the United 
States Constitution, Article 1, § 13 of the Idaho Constitution and LC. § 19-4904. It is based upon 
the Notarized Application for Public Defender attached hereto as Exhibit A. A proposed Order is 
submitted herewith. 





DATED this &4' day of June, 2016. 
NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
~~ 
Scott McKay ~ 
Attorney for Anthony Robins 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
,.,.A 
I CERTIFY that on June OJ, 2016, I caused a true and correct copy of the foregoing 






Deputy Ada County Prosecutor 
Ada County Courthouse 
200 West Front, Rm. 3191 
Boise, ID 83 702 
Scott McKay 
2 • MOTION TO APPOINT STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
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RECE.\VED 
JUN 11 ims 
Ada Countv C\erK 
- :-· -,-)/-.-:....,3mynPllE!iiip=nt=====-=-: 
JUL O 1 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE HARDY 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 











CASE NO. CV-FE-2015-126 
ORDER APPOINTING STATE 
APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant-Appellant. 
The Court, having considered Anthony Robins' motion for an order appointing the Office 
of the State Appellate Public Defender to represent him on appeal and good cause appearing, 
HEREBY ORDERS that Brian McMonagle ofMcMonagle, Perri, McHugh & Mischak and Scott 
McKay of Nevin, Benjamin, McKay & Bartlett LLP are withdrawn as attorneys ofrecord and 
HEREBY APPOINTS the State Appellate Public Defender to represent Mr. Robins on appeal 
from the Judgment of Conviction and Commitment entered on June 8, 2016. 
i--
DATED this "'2 '1 day of June, 2016. 
Honorable Samuel Hoagland 
District Judge 
ORDER APPOINTING STATE APPELLATE PUBLIC DEFENDER 
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JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
R. Scott Bandy 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorneys 
200 W. Front Street 
Boise, Idaho 83702-5954 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
:~--,.,\df\J~-;::FI~~:,:--~======== 
JUL 2 2 2016 
CHR!SlOPHER D. RICH, Clark 
Sy SARA WRIGHT 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 












Case No. CRFE 2015 0000126 
STATE'S MEMORANDUM 
REGARDING RESTITUTION 
COMES NOW, Shelley W. Akamatsu, Deputy Prosecuting Attorney for Ada 
County, State of Idaho, and provides the Court and counsel with the following 
memorandum regarding restitution. 
Idaho Code Ann. § 19-5304(2) authorizes a sentencing court to order a defendant 
to pay restitution for economic loss to the victim of a crime. The decision of whether to 
order restitution, and in what amount, is within the discretion of a trial court, guided by 
consideration of the factors set forth in§ 19-5304(7) and by the policy favoring full 
STATE'S MEMORANDUM REGARDING RESTITUTION 
Page 1 
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compensation to crime victims who suffer economic loss. State v. Wisdom, No. 43109, 
2016 Ida. App. LEXIS 75, at *l (Ct. App. June 24, 2016). 
One of the factors the court is required to consider is the financial resources, needs 
and earning ability of the defendant." I. C. § 19-5304(7). While the court must consider 
the defendant's financial resources, inability to pay neither precludes nor limits a 
restitution award under this provision. State v. Taie, 138 Idaho 878, 880, 71 P.3d 477, 
479 (Ct. App. 2003); see also State v. Bybee, 115 Idaho 541, 543, 768 P.2d 804, 806 (Ct. 
App. 1989) (affirming restitution order despite believing it unlikely that the victim would 
ever pay the full amount). Rather, ability to pay is only one factor for a court's 
consideration when it makes a discretionary restitution determination. Additionally, a 
court may order restitution in contemplation of future ability to pay. Immediate inability 
to pay does not bar the court from ordering restitution. See Id. at 543, cited in State v. 
Olpin, 140 Idaho 377, 379-80, 93 P.3d 708, 710-11 (Ct. App. 2004) and State v. Oppelt, 
No. 35559, 2011 Ida. App. Unpub. LEXIS 214, at *7 (Ct. App. June 9, 2011). 
DATED this 21 day of July, 2016. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
By: Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
STATE'S MEMORANDUM REGARDING RESTITUTION 
Page2 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on thisd?/d day of July, 2016, I provided a true and 
correct copy of the foregoing Restitution Memorandum to Scott McKay via email. 
~
STATE'S MEMORANDUM REGARDING RESTITUTION 
Page3 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL CTOF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 




Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
It appearing that the above-named defendant is in the custody of the Idaho State Board of 
Correction, and that it is necessary that ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS JR be brought before 
this Court for: 
Review ........ Thursday, July 28, 2016@ 09:30 AM 
It is THEREFORE ORDERED That the Ada County Sheriff bring the Defendant from 
the Penitentiary to the Court at said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That immediately following said Court appearance the 
Sheriff will return the said Defendant to the custody of the Idaho State Board of Correction until 
the court orders otherwise; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Idaho State Board of Correction release the said 
Defendant to the Ada County Sheriff for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance and await 
further order of the court. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk of this Court serve a copy hereof upon the 
Idaho State Board of Correction forthwith and certify~ 
Dated Tuesday, July 26, 2016. 




Hoagland Nelson Christine.sek 072816 Criminal Calendar 1A-CRT504 
Time Speaker Note 
09:49:53AM Judge CRFE15.00126 State v. Anthony Robins Review 
C McKay 
09:51:16 AM counsel Bandy/McKay 
09:52:34AM Judge reviews Restitution issue no agreement need to set 
09:52:S0AM State special set a couple of hours 
Attorney ..................... 
09:54: 11 J\lV 1 .Judge Status/Resi t1,tkm Ml~ @ -1 0 am and , pm as a second set , if no 
trial spill over might be able to do, please call and or email, 
need to transport order 
7/28/2016 1 of 1 
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I~ 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 




Case No. CR-FE-2015-0000126 
ORDER TO TRANSPORT 
It appearing that the above-named defendant is in the custody of the Idaho State Board of 
Correction, and that it is necessary that ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS JR be brought before 
this Court for: 
Status/Restitution ........ Friday, September 09, 2016@ 10:00 AM 
Status/Restitution ........ Friday, September 09, 2016@ 03:00 PM 
It is THEREFORE ORDERED That the Ada County Sh~riff bring the Defendant from 
the Penitentiary to the Court at said time and on said date; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That immediately following said Court appearance the 
Sheriff will return the said Defendant to the custody of the Idaho State Board of Correction until 
the court orders otherwise; 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Idaho State Board of Correction release the said 
Defendant to the Ada County Sheriff for the purpose of the aforementioned appearance and await 
further order of the court. 
IT IS FURTHER ORDERED That the Clerk of this Court serve a copy hereof upon the 
V:der to Transport 
000521
JAN M. BENNETIS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 
Telephone: (208) 287-7700 
Fax: (208)-287-7709 
NO ____ ,,.,,,,,.. ___ _ 
FILED A.M. ___ _,P,M, ___ _ 
SEP 1 3 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE HARDY 
DEPUTY 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STA TE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Case No. CR-FE-2015-126 
ORDER FOR RESTITUTION AND 
JUDGMENT 
WHEREAS, on the ~ ~ ~ 
1 
l.-0 / b , a Judgment of Conviction 
was entered against the defendant, ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR , and therefore pursuant to 
Idaho Code § 19-5304 and based on evidence presented to this Court, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that the defendant, ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR, shall 
make restitution to the victim(s) and/or law enforcement agency(ies) in the following amounts: 
VICTIMS COMPENSATION PROGRAM 
ADA COUNTY PARAMEDICS 
STALPHONUS 
GEM STATE RADIOLOGY 






MEDICAID STATE OPERATIONS $72,791.50 
TOTAL: $187,112.44 
Post judgment interest on said restitution amount will accrue from the date of this Order 
and Judgment at the rate specified in Idaho Code §28-22-104. 
Restitution is to be paid jointly and severally with co-defendants: 
Samari P. Winn Case Number CRFE2014-0006665 
John C. Douglas case number CRFE2014-0010815 
FURTHER, pursuant to J.C. §19-5305 this Order may be recorded as a judgment against 
the defendant, ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR , and the listed victim(s) may execute as 
provided by law for civil judgments. 
FURTHER, it is the responsibility of the defendant to notify the Restitution Department 
(208-287-7700) if at any time a victim collects by means of the civil judgment. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED J4iK 1, HIJ, 
ORDER FOR RESTITUTION AND JUDGMENT (CR-FE-2015-126), Page 2 
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CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
The undersigned, a Deputy Clerk of the Court of Ada County, hereby certifies thats/he caused a 
true and correct copy of the within and foregoing document to be sent to the following: 
Attorney at Law [ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
Scott McKay L~ J Facsimile 
303 W Bannock St [ X'] Email 
Boise ID 83702 smckay@nbmlaw.com 
ACPO 
Shelley Akamatsu 
200 W. Front St. Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
[_ J Facsimile 
[}(] Email 
acpocourtdocs@adaweb.net 
..... : ~ ,. ~; ~- '1 ; 




NEVIN, BENJAMIN, McKAY & BARTLETT LLP 
P.O. Box 2772 
303 West Bannock 




SAPD Conflict Attorneys for the Defendant 
Electronically Filed 
9/23/2016 4:09:17 PM 
Fourth Judicial District, Ada County 
Christopher D. Rich, Clerk of the Court 
By: Suzanne Simon, Deputy Clerk 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT FOR THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE ST A TE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
ST ATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 










) ______________ ) 
CASE NO. CR-FE-2015-126 
AMENDED 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED RESPONDENT, STATE OF IDAHO, AND ITS ATTORNEYS, 
THE ADA COUNTY PROSECUTOR'S OFFICE, THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE ENTITLED 
COURT, CLERK OF THE SUPREME COURT AND THE COURT REPORTERS: 
1. The Appellant Anthony Robins, Jr., appeals against the above named Respondent 
State of Idaho to the ldaho Supreme Court from Judgment of Conviction and Commitment 
entered on June 8, 2016, by the Honorable Samuel Hoagland, District Judge of the Fourth 
Judicial District. He also appeals from the Order for. Restitution and Judgment filed on 
September I. 2016. 
2. Mr. Robins has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the judgment 
described in paragraph 1, above, is appealable under and pursuant to I.A.R. 11 ( c )( 1 ). The Order 
I - AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL 
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for Restitution and Judgmenl is m1 impcalable order under 1.A.R. 11 (c)(9). 
3. A preliminary statement of the issues which the appeJlant intends to assert in the 
appeal is as follows: 
1) Did the district coui1 err in denying the motion to sever? 
2) Did the district court err in denying the motion for access to counsel? 
3) Did the district court err in admitting into evidence against Mr. Robins a letter 
allegedly written by John Douglas while in jail? 
4) Did the district court err in granting only limited relief on the motion to show cause for 
the invasion of the attorney-client privilege by the State of Idaho? 
5) Did the district court abuse its discretion in sentencing Mr. Robins? 
6) Did the d'istrjct colU1 ·err in awarding restitution? 
4. A presentence report was prepared in this case, which was sealed pursuant to I.C.R. 






State's Compliance with Court's Order Regarding Documents 
State's Notice oflntent to Use 609 Evidence 
State's Second Notice oflntent to Use 404(b) Evidence 
State's Motion in Limine 
State's Briefln Support of Motions In Limine 
5. The following transcripts are requested: 
04/02/2015 Hearing result for Arraignment scheduled on 04/02/2015 09:00 AM: 
District Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: N. Julson Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than I 00 
04/17/2015 Hearing result for Status Conference scheduled on 04/17/2015 01 : 15 PM: 
District Court Hearing Held Com1 Reporter: N. Julson Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than 100 
07/27/2015 Hearing result for Hearing scheduled on 07/27/2015 03:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Rachelle Cahoon Number of Transcript Pages for this 
2 - AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL .. 
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hearing estimated: less than 250 
09/02/2015 Hearing result for Status scheduled on 09/02/2015 04:00 PM: District 
Comt Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
09/23/2015 Hearing result for Motion scheduled on 09/23/2015 02:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: Less than 500 pages 
12/15/2015 Hearing result for Pretrial Conference scheduled on 12/14/2015 03:00 PM: 
District Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than 200 
01/12/2016 Hearing result for Hearing scheduled on 01/08/2016 02:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
01/15/2016 Hearing result for Hearing scheduled on O 1/15/2016 01 :30 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
01/15/2016 Hearing result for Hearing scheduled on 01/13/2016 03:30 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
01/20/2016 Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 01/20/2016 09:00 AM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
01/22/2016 Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 01/22/2016 09:00 AM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 500 
01/25/2016 Hearing result for Jury Trial scheduled on 01/25/2016 09:00 AM: District 
Court Hearing Held Court Reporter: Christine Rhodes Number of Transcript Pages for this 
hearing estimated: less than 500 
06/07/2016 Hearing result for Sentencing scheduled on 06/07/2016 03:00 PM: District 
Court Hearing Held Comt Reporter: Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: less than 100 
09/13/2016 Hearing result for Restitution Hearing on 09/13/2016. Court Reporter 
Christy Olesek Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing estimated: less than 200 
3 - AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL 
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6. Mr. Robins requests the standard record under Rule 28, I.AR. He asks that the PSI 
and any addendums be forwarded to the Court as Exhibits. In addition, he requests the following 
additional documents: 
01/05/2015 Complaint 
01/23/2015 Defendant's Request for Discovery 
02/11/2015 Preliminary Hearing Response to Request for Discovery and Objections 
02/11/2015 State/City Request for Discovery 
02/12/2015 Defendant's Request for Discovery 
03/17/2015 Application for Writ of Habeas Corpus 
03/18/2015 Application for Writ of Habeas Corpus Granted 
03/23/2015 Commitment 
03/23/2015 Exhibit List 
03/23/2015 Magistrate Minutes & Notice of Hearing 
03/25/2015 Information 
04/24/2015 Defendant's Motion for Extension of Time in Which to File Pretrial 
Motions Under ICR 12(b) 
04/24/2015 Declaration of Brian J. McMonagle in Support of Defendant's Motion for 
Extension of Time in which to File Pre-Trial Motions Under ICR 12(b) 
05/01/2015 Order Granting Defendant's Motion for Extension of Time in Which to 
File Pretrial Motions Under ICR 12(b) 
05/05/2015 Notice of Preparation of Preliminary Hearing Transcript 
05/21/2015 Defendant Robins' Motion for Order to Show Cause and for Other 
Appropriate Relief to Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege 
05/21/2015 Defendant Robins' Memorandum in Support of Motion for Order to Show 
Cause and for Other Appropriate Relief to Address State's Invasion of Attorney Client Privilege 
05/21/2015 Declaration of Scott McKay in Support of Defendant Robins' Motion for 
Order to Show Cause and for Other Appropriate Relief 
06/12/2015 Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder 
06/12/2015 Memorandum in Support of Motion for Relief from Prejudicial Joinder 
06/15/2015 Transcript Filed 
07/22/2015 Defendant Robins' Motion To Vacate and Reset Jury Trial 
07/29/2015 Amended Notice of Trial Setting Order Governing Further Proceedings 
08/27/2015 State's Response Briefto Defendant's Motion to Sever 
08/27/2015 State's Lodging of Letter to Determine Severance 
09/08/2015 Defendant Robins' Motion to Compel Access to Counsel 
09/08/2015 Defendant Robins' Memorandum in Support of Motion to Compel Access 
to Counsel 
09/08/2015 Declaration of Scott McKay in Support of Defendant Robins' Motion to 
Compel Access to Counsel 
09/08/2015 State's Response Brief to Defendant's Motion for Order to Show Cause 
09/14/2015 State's Response Briefto Defendant's Motion to Compel 
09/14/2015 State's Lodging ofRobins' Notes 
09/ I 6/2015 Motion for PH Transcript 
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09/22/2015 Order for Preliminary Hearing Transcript 
09/24/2015 State's Response Briefto Defendants Motion to Sever/Supplement 
09/30/2015 Order Re: Potential Attorney Client Privileged Documents 
10/01/2015 Motion for Correction or Reduction of Sentence, ICR 35 
10/01/2015 Affidavit of Leandro D. Steohens 
I 0/01/2015 Motion for Hearing 
10/01/2015 Defendant Robins' Response to State's Supplemental Brief in Opposition 
to Defendant's Motion for Severance 
10/01/2015 Defendant Robins' Response to State's Supplemental Brief in Opposition 
to Defendant's Motion for Severance 
10/14/2015 State's Compliance with Court's Order Regarding Documents (List of 
Documents) Filed Under Seal 
2015 




State's Notice oflntent to Use 404(b) Evidence 
State's Trial Memorandum 
State's Trial Memorandum Regarding Number of Peremptory Challenges 
for Both Defendants 
11/10/2015 
11/16/2015 
State's Trial Memorandum Defendant's Statements 
State's Notice oflntent to Use 609 Evidence (Filed Under Seal) 
State's Second Notice oflntent to USE 404 (b) Evidence (Filed Under 1 ]/18/2015 
Seal) 
11/18/2015 State's Motion in Limine (Filed Under Seal) 
11/18/2015 State's Briefln Support of Motions In Limine (File Under Seal) 
12/02/2015 Stipulation Regarding Trial Procedure 
12/15/2015 Pretrial Order 
01/19/2016 Courtroom Decorum Order 
01/19/2016 Order Excluding Witnesses 
01/19/2016 Supplemental Conditions and Restrictions Regarding Broadcast, Video 
and/or Photographic Coverage of Courtroom Proceedings 
01/19/2016 Stipulation Regarding State's Exhibits 
01/19/2016 Stipulation Regarding State's Exhibit 133 
01/19/2016 Stipulation Regarding Sketch by Tonya Newberry 
01/20/2016 Motion To Transport 
01/29/2016 Defendant Robins' Motion to Compel State to Preserve and Produce for 
the Record the Visual Slides Used During Closing Argument 
02/0112016 Jury Instructions 
02/01/2016 Verdict Form 
02/22/2016 Affidavit 
03/29/2016 Notice to Vacate and Reset Sentencing Hearing 
06/06/2016 Defendant's Sentencing Memorandum 
06/08/2016 Judgment of Conviction and Commitment 
06/22/2016 Motion 
07 /0I/2016 Order 







7. I certify: 
Memorandum 
Miscellaneous 
Notice of Appeanmce 
Order of Restitution and .Judgment 
Interest Ordered 
a. That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant to 
l.A.R. 20, and the Attorney General ofldaho pursuant to§ 67-1401(1), Idaho 
Code. 
b. That Mr. Robins is exempt from paying the estimated cost of preparing the 
clerk's record as he is in custody and otherwise indigent. 
c. That Mr. Robins is exempt from paying the appellate filing fee pursuant to 
I.A.R. Rule 23(a)(8) as there is no fee for an appeal in a criminal case. 
d. No estimates for the cost of preparing the requested transcripts need be paid as 
Mr. Robins is indigent. 
Respectfully submitted thi~iy of September, 2016. 
D~~v-·_ 
Dennis Benjamin~ 
Attorney for Anthony Robins 
6 - AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL 
000530
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on this_ day of September, 2016, I caused a true and correct 
copy of the foregoing document to be served on the following individuals by the method indicated 
below: 
Shelley Akamatsu 4- Mailed 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney Hand Delivered 
200 West Front Street Faxed (208-287-7709) 
Boise, ID 83702 X- Email acpocourtdocs@adaweb.net 
Clerk of the Supreme Court _K._ Mailed 
P.O. Box 83720 Hand Delivered --
Boise, ID 83720-0101 -- Faxed 
email --
Lawrence Wasden Mailed 
Idaho Attorney General -- Hand Delivered 
Criminal Law Division Faxed --
P.O. Box 83720 email --
Boise, ID 83720 
Court Reporters at Ada County Courthouse, 1'.. Mailed 
200 W. Front Street, Boise, ID 83702: -- Hand Delivered 
Faxed --
Nicole. Julson email --
Christy Olesek 
Tiffany Fisher 
Rachelle Cahoon 7'. Mailed 
Tucker & Associates Hand Delivered --
605 Fort Street Faxed --
Boise, ID 87302 -- email 
Christine Rhodes l<.. Mailed 
Tucker & Associates Hand Delivered --
605 Fo1i Street Faxed --
Boise, ID 87302 -- email 
and 
Canyon County Courthouse 
1115 Albany 
Caldwell, ID 83605 
Dennis Benjamin \ 
7 - AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL 
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.. 
JAN M. BENNETTS 
Ada County Prosecuting Attorney 
Shelley W. Akamatsu 
Deputy Prosecuting Attorney 
200 West Front Street, Room 3191 
Boise, Idaho 83702 




SEP 1 3 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By STEPHANIE HARDY 
OEPUTV 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRJCT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR TI-IE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 











Case No. CR-FE-2015-126 
ORDER FOR RESTITUTION AND 
JUDGMENT 
t""7" 
WHEREAS, on the J~ -~. l-0/ b • a Judgment of Conviction 
i 
was entered against the defendant, ANTHONY JAlVIES ROBINS, JR , and therefore pursuant to 
Idaho Code § 19-5304 and based on evidence presented to this Court, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, that the defendant, ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR, shall 
make restitution to the victim(s) and/or law enforcement agency(ies) in the following amounts: 
VICTIMS COMPENSATION PROGRAM 
ADA COUNTY PARAMEDICS 
STALPHONUS 
GEM STATE RADIOLOGY 








MEDICAID STATE OPERATIONS $72,791.50 
TOTAL: $187,112.44 
Post judgment interest on said restitution amount will accrue from the date of this Order 
and Judgment at the rate specified in Idaho Code §28-22-104. 
Restitution is to be paid jointly and severally with co-defendants: 
Samari P. Winn Case Number CRFE2014-0006665 
John C. Douglas case number CRFE2014-0010815 
FURTHER, pursuant to l.C. § 19-5305 this Order may be recorded as a judgment against 
the defendant, ANTHONY JAMES ROBINS, JR , and the listed victim(s) may execute as 
provided by law for civil judgments. 
FURTHER, it is the responsibility of the defendant to notify the Restitution Department 
(208-287-7700) ifat any time a victim collects by means of the civil judgment. 
IT IS SO ORDERED. 
DATED Jf/( '11 ht l,f, 
ORDER FOR RESTITUTION AND JUDGMENT (CR-FE-2015-126), Page 2 
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CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
The undersigned, a Deputy Clerk of the Court of Ada County, hereby certifies thats/he caused a 
true and correct copy of the within and foregoing document to be sent to the following: 
Attorney at Law 
Scott McKay 
303 W Bannock St 
Boise ID 83702 
ACPO 
Shelley Akamatsu 
200 W. Front St. Rm 3191 
Boise, ID 83702 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 
L, J Facsimile 
[X'] Email 
.smckay@nbmlaw.com 
[ ] U.S. Mail, postage prepaid 












TO: CLERK OF THE COURT 
IDAHO SUPREME COURT 
451 WEST STATE STREET 
BOISE, IDAHO 83702 
:~. ,., ' I ,z, Fl~~----r 
' 'I 
6 STATE OF IDAHO, 
7 Plaintiff-Respondent, 
8 v. 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant-Appellant. 
) 
NOV 2 1 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 













12 NOTICE OF TRANSCRIPT LODGED 
13 Notice is hereby given that on September 6, 2016, I 
14 filed a transcript of 19 pages in length for the 
15 above-referenced appeal with the District Court 













HEARINGS: 4-2-15 and 4-17-15. 
'FINAL PDF SENT 9/6/16. 
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Stephen W. Kenyon 
Clerk of Supreme Court 
451 W State Street 
Boise, Idaho 83720 
In re: State of Idaho v. Anthony J. Robins, Jr., Docket No. 44296 
Notice is hereby given that on Thursday, November 10, 2016, I lodged 
a transcript of 58 pages in length for the above-referenced appeal with 
the district court clerk of Ada County in the Fourth Judicial District. 
The following files were lodged: 
Proceeding 7-27-2015 
David Cromwell 
Tucker & Associates 
cc: sctfilings@idcourts.net 




TO: Clerk of the Court 
Idaho Supreme Court 
451 West State Street 
Boise, Idaho 83720 
(208) 334-2616 
NOV 2 1 2016 
CHRlSTOPHER O. RlCH, Clerk 
By KELLE WEGENER 
oEPUTY 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
- - - - - - - - - - - x Docket No. 44296 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant-Appellant. 
- - - X 
NOTICE OF TRANSCRIPT OF 185 PAGES LODGED 
Appealed from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial 
District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Ada, 
Honorable Samuel Hoagland, District Court Judge. 
This transcript contains: 
09-23-15 Evidentiary Hearing 
DATE: September 7, 2016 
Tiff i er, Official Court Reporter 
Court Reporter, 
Judge e issa Moody 
Ada County Courthouse 
Idaho Certified Shorthand Reporter No. 979 














To: Clerk of the Court 
Idaho Supreme Court 
451 West State Street 
(208)· 334-2616 
~~. 11: \J Fl~~----
NOV 2 1 2016 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KELLE WEGENER 
OE?UlY 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
Docket No. 44296 





ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., ) 
Defendant. ) 
) 
NOTICE OF TRANSCRIPT OF 890 PAGES LODGED 
Appealed from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial 
13 District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of 
Ada. 
14 Honorable Samuel Hoagland, District Court Judge 
15 
Volume One contains: 





Jury Trial, Day One 







Date: November 7, 2016 
~C~-a v~J. <'72'pl<_ ----------
Christine Anne Olesek, Official Court Reporter 
Official Court Reporter, 








Idaho Certified Shorthand Reporter No. SRL-1044 
Registered Professional Reporter 
CHRISTINE ANNE OLESEK 















To: Clerk of the Court 
Idaho Supreme Court 
451 West State Street 
(208) 334-2616 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
Docket No. 44296 





·ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., ) 
Defendant. ) 
) 
NOTICE OF TRANSCRIPT OF 890 PAGES LODGED 
Appealed from the District Court of the Fourth Judicial 
13 District of the State of Idaho, in and for the County of 
Ada. 
14 Honorable Samuel Hoagland, District Court Judge 
15 
Volume Two contains: 
16 1-22-16: Jury Trial, Day Three 
Jury Trial, Day Six 1-27-16: 
17 1-28-16: Jury Trial, Day Seven (Verdict) 











Date: November 7, 2016 
Christine Anne Olesek, Official Court Reporter 
Official Court Reporter, 
'Judge Samuel A. Hoagland 
Idaho Certified Shorthand Reporter No. SRL-1044 
Registered Professional Reporter 
CHRISTINE ANNE OLESEK 
SRL - 1044 
1 
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StephE;m W. Kenyon 
Clerk of Supreme Court 
451 W State Street 
Boise, Idaho 83720 
N~-\ \ '\':? ~~----
A. I.-\\ '7° 
NOV 2 1 20\6 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk 
By KELLE WEGENER 
oa>UTY 
In re: State of Idaho v. Anthony J. Robins, Jr., Docket No. 44296 
Notice is hereby given that on Monday, July 25, 2016, I lodged a 
transcript of 308 pages in length for the above-referenced appeal with 
the district court clerk of Ada County in the Fourth Judicial District. 
The following files were lodged: 
Proceeding 01/25/2016 
David Cromwell 
Tucker & Associates 
cc: sctfilings@idcourts.net 
PDF format of completed files emailed to Supreme Court 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
Supreme Court Case No. 44296 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant-Appellant. 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of 
the State ofldaho in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify: 
That the attached list of exhibits is a true and accurate copy of the exhibits being 
forwarded to the Supreme Court on Appeal. 
State's Exhibits 147 and 148 are transcripts submitted in the file titled "Robins 44296 
trial ex trans sealed". 
It should be noted that the following exhibits will be retained at the District Court clerk's 
office and will be made available for viewing upon request. 
1. State's Exhibit 146 - Diagram of street drawn by witness 
2. Defendant's Exhibit D-List created by witness. 
I FURTHER CERTIFY, that the following documents will be submitted as 
CONFIDENTIAL EXHIBITS to the Record: 
1. State's Lodging of Robins' Notes, Filed Under Seal, filed September 14, 2015. 
2. State's Compliance with Court's Order Regarding Documents (list of Documents), Filed 
Under Seal, filed October 14, 2015. 
3. State's Notice of Intent to Use 404(b) Evidence, Filed Under Seal, filed November 5, 
2015. 
4. State's Notice of Intent to Use 609 Evidence, Field Under Seal, filed November 16, 2015. 
5. State's Second Notice of Intent to Use 404(b) Evidence, Filed Under Seal, filed 
November 18, 2015. 
6. State's Motion in Limine, Filed Under Seal, filed November 18, 2015. 
7. State's Brief in Support of Motion in Limine, Filed Under Seal, filed November 18, 2015. 
8. Stipulation Regarding Trial Procedure, Field Under Seal, filed December 2, 2015. 
9. Presentence Investigation Report. 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
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I FURTHER CERTIFY, that the following documents will be submitted as EXHIBITS to 
the Record: 
1. Transcript of Preliminary Hearing held March 23, 2015, Boise, Idaho, filed June 15, 
2015. 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of the said 
Court this 21st day of November, 2016. 
CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
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• • 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
Judge Samuel Hoagland /Ric Nelson 
District Judge Clerk 
Court Reporter: Tiffany Fisher 














Shelly Akama~u & R Scott Bandy 
Ada Co Prosecutor 
Defendant's Counsel: 
BRIAN J. MCMONAGLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 





BOISE ID 83707 
BY NO. DESCRIPTION STATUS 
Plf 1 Pg 6,7,14, ACJ Inmate Handbook Adm 
Plf 2 Handbook Ack. Signed by Robins Adm 
Plf 3 Kite from Robins Deputy Lutz 5/11/15 Adm 
Plf 4 Email From Deputy Usog 05/13/15 Adm 
Plf 4a Kite written by James Kreider Adm 






























4b Mug~hot James Kreider Adm 
5 Email from Brett Judd to John Bujak 5/13/15 Adm 
6 Email from John Bujack to Bret Judd 05/13/15 Adm 
7 Email from Brett Judd to John Bujack 05/13/15 Adm 
8 Email from John Bujak to Bret Judd 05/13/15 Adm 
9 4 Emails from Ivie to Akamatsu 5/14/15 Adm 
10 Robins Log Sheet 4/19/15 - 5/14/15 Adm 
11 1 pg email Ivie/ Akamatsu 05/21/15 Adm 
12 Phone Records of Robins Adm 
13 Phone Records of Robins· 1/19/15-9/8/15 (68 pgs) Adm 
14 Phone Records of Robins 11/25/14-9/8/15 (40 pgs) Adm · 
15 Phone Rcords of Douglas Adm 
16 Call Summary Robins Adm 
17 Call Summary Douglas Adm 
18 Video Visit for Robins Adm 
19 Text Record for Robins Adm 
20 ASCO Atty Visiting Log·Robins Adm 
21 ASCO Atty Visiting Log Doglas Adm 
22 Photo of Property bin from ACJ Adm 
23 Notes written by defendant (Marked Sealed) Adm 






















- EXHIBIT LIST 
Samuel A . Hoagland/ Stephanie Hardy 
Judge Clerk 
DATE: January 19, 2016 DISPOSITION: Jury Trial 
CASE NO. CRFE14.10815/15.126 





Brian McMona le 
Attorney(s) 
BY NO. DESCRIPTION STATUS DATE 
Plaintiff 1 Arial photo of Orchard Street (Horizontal) Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 1a Arial photo of Orchard Street Nertical) Admitted .1/20/16 
Plaintiff 2 Photo-Entrance to 2175 Orchard Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 3 Photo-Foyer of Orchard Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 4 Photo-Base of stairs of Orchard Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 5 Photo-Stairs at Orchard Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 6 Photo-Stairs with marker 43 Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 7 Photo-Close-up marker 43 Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 8 Photo-Living room of Orchard from foyer Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 9 Photo- Living room with markers Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff· 10 Photo-Jeanette's application Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 11 Photo-Floor of living room with Circe Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 12 Photo-Close-up of Circe bottle Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 13 Photo-Dining room of Orchard with markers Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 14 Photo-Close-up of Dinina room floor Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 15 Photo-Close-up of .45 caliber casina Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 16 Photo-Close-up of .45 caliber casing facing up Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 17 Photo-Jeanette in Emergency Room Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 18 Photo-Close-up of Jeanette's Left Arm Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 19 Photo of Elliot Bailey Admitted 1/22/16 
Plaintiff 20 Photo of Travonte Calloway Admitted 1/22/16 
Plaintiff 21 Sketch of Shooter Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 22 Photo- Dame's phone activitv list Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 23 Photo-Front of Red Maple from Franklin Blvd. Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 24 Photo-Close-up of11031 Red Maple Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 25 Sketch of Floorolan of 11031 Red Maple Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 26 Photo-Entrance to Red Maple Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 27 Photo-Left side of Living Room Red Maple Admitted 1/20/16 




- EXHIBIT LIST 
Samuel A . Hoagland/ Stephanie Hardy 
Judge Clerk 
DATE: January 19, 2016 DISPOSITION: Jury Trial 
CASE NO. CRFE14.10815/15.126 
BY NO. DESCRIPTION 
Plaintiff 29 Photo-Right side of Living Room Red Maole 
Plaintiff 30 Photo-Entrance to Dinina Room Red Maole 
Plaintiff 30a Photo-Knitted Living Room Photos 27, 28, 29 
Plaintiff 31 Photo-Raider's boxes of records 
Plaintiff 32 Photo-Entrance to kitchen Red Maole 
Plaintiff 33 Photo-Kitchen Red Maole 
Plaintiff 34 Photo-Kitchen Sink Red Maole 
Plaintiff 35 Photo-Entrance to Robins Bedroom 
Plaintiff 36 Photo-riaht side Robins Bedroom 
Plaintiff 37 Photo-Robins closet 
Plaintiff 38 Photo-Items from Robins closet 
Plaintiff 39 Photo-Entrance to Laundrv/Workout Room 
Plaintiff 40 Photo-Couch in Laundrv/Workout Room 
Plaintiff 41 Photo-Weiahts in Laundrv/Workout Room 
Plaintiff 42 Photo-Washer/Dryer 
Plaintiff 43 Photo-Entrance Winn's Bedroom 
Plaintiff 44 Photo-Winn bed and nightstand 
Plaintiff 45 Photo-Winn's cell ohone, watch and blue cell ohone 
Plaintiff 46 Photo-Entrance Raider's Room 
Plaintiff 47 Photo-Left side of Raider's Room 
Plaintiff 48 Photo-Riaht side of Raider's Room 
Plaintiff 49 Photo-Raider's Bed 
Plaintiff 50 Photo - Handaun in Raider's Room 
Plaintiff 51 Photo-Maaazine's in Raider's Room 
Plaintiff 52 Photo-Empty .45 caliber gun case 
Plaintiff 53 Photo-Wooden box with druas 
Plaintiff 54 Photo-Blue Garment Baa 
Plaintiff 55 Photo-Inside Garment Baa pocket 
Plaintiff 56 Photo-Baa of Boxes of Ammo 
Plaintiff 57 Photo-Loose bullets in baa 
Plaintiff 58 Photo-Safe found in Raider's Room 
Plaintiff 59 Photo-Safe with Contents from Raider's Room 
Plaintiff 60 Photo-Contents of Safe Removed 
Plaintiff 61 Photo-Returned Rifles 
Plaintiff 62 Photo-Facebook oaae Samari Winn 
Plaintiff 63 Photo-Elliot Bailev Facebook Profile Photo 
Plaintiff 64 Photo-Raider's Van 
Plaintiff 65 Photo-inside Raider's van 











































- EXHIBIT LIST 
Samuel A . Hoagland/ Stephanie Hardy 
Judge Clerk 
DATE: January 19, 2016 DISPOSITION: Jury Trial 
CASE NO. CRFE14.10815/15.126 
BY NO. DESCRIPTION STATUS DATE 
Plaintiff 67 Raider Phone Record on 5/9/2014 Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 68 Photo- Lisa Burner ohone record June 6, 2014 Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 69 Arial photo of Red Maple Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 70 Arial ohoto Red Maple and Franklin Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 71 Arial Photo Red Maple & Five Mile Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 72 Arial Photo Red Maple and Van Drop Point Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 73 Photo-Raider buying bleach 5/9/2014 Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 74 Photo Elliot Bailev deceased Admitted 1/22/16 
Plaintiff 75 Photo Travonte Callowav deceased Admitted 1/22/16 
Plaintiff 76 Photo-Wadholm ohone 5ll/20141:03 P.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 77 Photo-Wadholm phone 5ll/20141:05 P.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 78 Photo-Wadholm phone 5ll/20141:07 P.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 79 Photo-Wadholm phone 5ll/20141:30 o.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 80 Photo-Wadholm ohone 5ll/2014 7:33 o.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 81 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 2:17 o.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 82 Photo-Wadholm ohone 5/8/2014 2:29 o.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 83 Photo-Wadholm phon·e 5/8/2014 2:45 P.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 84 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 5:53 p.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 85 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 6:43 p.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 86 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/2014 10:11 P.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 87 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/201410:13 o.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 88 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/8/201410:14 p.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 89 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 12:02 p.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 90 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/201412:03 P.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 91 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/201412:12 o.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 92 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 2:19 P.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 93 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 4:27 o.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 94 Photo-Wadholm ohone 5/9/2014 4:45 p.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 95 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 9:51 p.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 96 Photo-Wadholm phone 5/9/2014 11 :05 o.m. Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 97 Summary Phone calls April 23, 2014 and April 28, 2014 Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 98 Summarv Phone Calls Mav 2, 2014 and Mav 3, 2014 Admitted .1/25/16 
Plaintiff 99 Summarv Phone Calls Mav 8, 2014 and Mav 8, 2014 Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 100 Binder of Certified Records Admitted 1/22/16 
Plaintiff 101 Photo-Douglas at Rhino Entrance Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 102 Photo-Lance Robertson greeting Douglas Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 103 Photo-Robertson and Doualas Talkina Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 104 Photo-Robins and Wadholm Entrance Rhino Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 105 Photo-Robins areetina Robertson & Doualas Admitted 1/20/16 
Exhibit List 
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- EXHIBIT LIST 
Samuel A . Hoagland/ Stephanie Hardy 
Judge Clerk 
DATE: January 19, 2016 DISPOSITION: Jury Trial 
CASE NO. CRFE14.10815/15.126 
BY NO. DESCRIPTION STATUS DATE 
Plaintiff 106 Photo-Winn Entrance of Rhino Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 107 Photo-Winn talking to Robertson Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 108 Photo- Video of Douglas on Winn's phone Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 109 Photo-Douglas, Robertson, Robins, Hollis and Kenny Allen in Admitted 1/22/16 
Atlanta, GA 1/2014 
Plaintiff 110 Arial photo of Red Maple and Orchard Street Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 111 Cabella's Receipt for May 2, 2014 Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 112 Pictures of bullet types from receipt consisting of 3 pages. Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 113 Photo comparison of .45 caliber bullets at murder scene and Admitted 1/26/16 
Cabella's receipt 
Plaintiff 114 Robins Facebook page friend's list Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 115 Road map of Pacific Northwest Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 116 Powerooint of Cell Phone Tower Information Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 117 Photo-2 cell phones from laundry room Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 118 Photo- James' Kreider Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 119 Photo-Douglas, Robins, and Lance partving June 2014 Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 120 Height and Weight Summary Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 123 Arial Map of Orchard Nertical) with Measurement Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 124 Blank calendar May 2014 Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 125 Photo- Anton Raider Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 126 Photo- Anthony Robins Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 127 Photo-Samari Winn Admitted 1/22/16 
Plaintiff 128 Photo-Lineup Shown to Jeanette Admitted 1/22/16 
Plaintiff 129 Deleted Texts Winn's Phone Admitted 1/22/16 
Plaintiff 130 Video of Douglas found on Winn's phone Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 131 CD of redacted calls Douglas on 7/29/2014 Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 132 CD of Raider and Robins on 9/15/14 Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 133 Original letter written by Douglas to Robins Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 134 Robins Statements with Sullivan Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 135 Robins Lease for Red Maple Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 136 Photo of Douglas in Whatever it Takes Shirt Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 137 Summary of Texts and Phone calls between Robins, Sullivan Admitted 1/25/16 
and Raider and Lance Robertson May 9, 2014 until May 20, 
2014 
Plaintiff 138 Summary of Texts and Phone Calls between Sullivan, Admitted 1/26/16 
Robins and Robertson Jan 5, 2015 to Jan. 7, 2015 
Plaintiff 139 Photo - Vantage point of Matt Jamison across Orchard Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 140 Photo-Vantage point of Matt Jamison North Orchard Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 141 Summary of Texts and Calls Robins and Georgette Admitted 1/26/16 
Exhibit List 
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- EXHIBIT LIST -
Samuel A . Hoagland/ Stephanie Hardy 
Judge Clerk 
DATE: January 19, 2016 DISPOSITION: Jury Trial 
CASE NO. CRFE14.10815/15.126 
BY NO. DESCRIPTION STATUS. DATE 
Plaintiff 142 Flight Manifest Southwest Airlines Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 143 Mileage Summary Admitted 1/26/16 
Plaintiff 144 CD of redacted Rhino Video Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 145 Photo- Lance Robertson Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 146 Diagram of street drawn bv witness Admitted 1/20/16 
Plaintiff 147 Official Transcript of prelim hearing for Samari Winn Offered/ 
Not 
Admitted 
Plaintiff 148 Official Transcript of prelim hearing of Anthony Robins Offered/ 
Not 
Admitted 
Plaintiff 149 Audio recording regarding ph call Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 151 Photo of gun Admitted 1/25/16 
Plaintiff 152 Facebook photo of monev/hat Admitted 1/26/15 
Defense A Police Report Admitted 1/22/16 
Defense B Interview with Juraska Offered/ 
Not 
Admitted 
Defense C Burner phone records Admitted 1/26/16 
Defense D List created by witness Admitted 1/26/16 
Exhibit List 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Supreme Court Case No. 44296 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, the undersigned authority, do hereby certify that I have 
personally served or mailed, by either United States Mail or Interdepartmental Mail, one copy of 
the following: 
CLERK'S RECORD AND REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 
to each of the Attorneys of Record in this cause as follows: 
DENNIS BENJAMIN 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
NOV 2 1 2016 
Date of Service: --------
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
LAWRENCE G. WASDEN 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
BOISE, IDAHO 
,,, ...... ,,,, 
11' ,v. ,I; .... ,, ~ V.'i 4 T tr .1, _,,,,. 
...... c_,() .......... u.c, #~ . 
.... f--. •• . ··~~ : ~ l oF ffl!l\1:S'l'~~R D. RICH 
: ~ / . ClerildrJ\~itrict Court 
: ~: -.op... : - : 





IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
vs. 
ANTHONY J. ROBINS, JR., 
Defendant-Appellant. 
Supreme Court Case No. 44296 
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I, CHRISTOPHER D. RICH, Clerk of the District Court of the Fourth Judicial District of the 
State ofldaho, in and for the County of Ada, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing record in 
the above-entitled cause was compiled under my direction and is a true and correct record of the 
pleadings and documents that are automatically required under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules, 
as well as those requested by Counsel. 
I FURTHER CERTIFY, that the Notice of Appeal was filed in the District Court on the 
22nd day of June, 2016. 
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